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ABSTRACT 
 
Rising imprisonment rates and associated costs are a significant problem 
in Australia and a large contribution to this is made by repeat offenders. Current 
crime control approaches focus on the punishment and subsequent rehabilitation 
of offenders. However, more recently, the concept of reintegration has emerged as 
an important piece in the puzzle of how best to address the issue of recidivism. 
Reintegration aims to assist offenders to reconnect with the institutions of society 
and introduce and/or return them to being functional, personally fulfilling, and 
responsible members of the community. The underpinning mechanisms which 
assist this change via the reintegrative process include a number of theoretical 
processes, identified by theories such as Reintegrative Shaming Theory, Labeling 
Theory, and Life Course Theory. However, all of these theories illuminate one 
key issue: community acceptance and support of offenders. Thus, successful 
reintegration relies on the development of a strong, bi-directional relationship 
between offenders and community members.  
 
While there is an abundance of research investigating correctional 
approaches and public opinions regarding punishment and rehabilitation, there is 
a paucity of research investigating community views toward the process of 
reintegration. More importantly, there is no research that has investigated 
community willingness to engage in the process of reintegration, despite the 
community being vital to its success. Therefore the purpose of this thesis was to 
address this research gap and investigate community views about reintegration. In 
addition, a number of factors that emerged as likely to impact on community 
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views were explored, including respondent variables (demographic, instrumental, 
expressive-emotive and core belief factors), offender variables (gender, 
rehabilitated, remorse, recidivist), and offence variables (generic non - specified 
offence, sexual offence against an  adult victim, sexual offence against a child 
victim, and a child pornography offence).  
 
One thousand nine hundred and sixty-four participants over the age of 18 
years completed a questionnaire with five sections. These sections included: 
demographic information; participant knowledge and experience of the criminal 
justice system (CJS); views toward the employment of a person with a criminal 
record; views toward the housing of a person with a criminal record; and general 
views toward the CJS. The majority of questions asked participants to record their 
level of agreement with statements using a seven point Likert scale (1 = strongly 
disagree and 7 = strongly agree); however there was opportunity to make further 
comments at the end of each section.  
 
When asked to prioritise the goals of sentencing, participants viewed 
reintegration as the lowest priority. Despite this, participants were neither 
extremely for nor against the idea of reintegration, with a number of variables 
impacting on levels of support. Participants were more supportive of reintegration 
policies relating to employment and housing, rather than being personally 
involved in the reintegration process, such as working with or living near an 
offender. Further, when neutral or positive information about the offender or 
offence (e.g. unspecified offence, rehabilitated, remorseful) was provided, support 
for reintegration increased and when negative information (e.g. recidivist, sex 
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offender) was provided, support for reintegration decreased. In particular, it 
became evident that participants are more prepared to support a ‘changed’ 
offender rather than to assist them to facilitate change. Such results indicate that 
the beliefs the community hold about offenders (i.e. whether they have already 
changed) and offences (i.e. some offences, such as sex offences, are less 
acceptable than others), act as cut off points for what they will and will not accept 
in relation to reintegration.  
 
Finally, two predictive models of reintegration were tested, and this 
revealed a number of highly predictive respondent variables. Instrumental 
concerns about personal safety were triggered when participants considered being 
personally involved with an offender, while expressive-emotive concerns about 
the cohesion of society were triggered when they considered more abstract policy 
issues. In both cases, the more a person believed rehabilitation can reduce 
offending behaviour, the more they were likely to be supportive, demonstrating 
that the community is most concerned with whether an offender is capable of 
change.  
 
Practically, results indicate that the community is open to the notion of 
reintegration, but that they do have cut off points for the types of offenders they 
are willing to accept. In particular, they are more prepared to support a ‘changed’ 
offender rather than to assist them to facilitate change. This is problematic given 
that the reintegrative process itself is a mechanism for change and that the 
theoretical underpinnings of reintegration rely on community support and 
involvement for its success. As such, this thesis provided some insight into where 
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the fertile ground for community-level interventions may exist. Future research 
could focus on expanding the application of the findings to other domains of 
reintegration and to investigating avenues for increasing community 
understanding and support for reintegration.  
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OVERVIEW 
 
 Currently, crime control approaches focus on the punishment and 
subsequent rehabilitation of offenders. After decades of investigation, and debates 
over what the most efficacious approaches are, the literature has identified the 
core principles rehabilitative programs should adhere too. These include the 
principles of ‘risk’, ‘need’, ‘responsivity’, ‘professional discretion’, and ‘program 
integrity’ as stipulated within the Risk-Need-Responsivity (RNR) Model of 
offender rehabilitation (Andrews & Bonta, 1995). The RNR model is an 
empirically validated approach that targets risk assessment and management of 
identified criminogenic risks in order to reduce an individual’s propensity to 
reoffend. Research has demonstrated that the closer programs adhere to these 
principles the greater the effect, with most studies reporting between a 10-50% 
reduction in recidivism rates (Andrews, Bonta, & Wormith, 2006; Corrections 
Victoria, 2004).  
 
 More recently, a new rehabilitative framework, the Good Lives Model 
(GLM), has been developed. This model focuses more on human goods and the 
enhancement of offender capabilities, which enables them to contribute to their 
family, friends and their community (Barnau, Robertson, & Ward, 2010). It is 
suggested that this framework can be incorporated alongside the RNR model and 
together these rehabilitative approaches can have a twin focus; one that promotes 
human goods and another that reduces risk (Birgden, 2002). Perhaps, this dual 
focus can assist to further increase the efficacy of rehabilitative approaches to 
reduce recidivism rates.   
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 Evidently, these responses to crime, punishment and rehabilitation, do 
have a certain degree of ‘success’ and/or efficacy. However, when looking at the 
statistics, approximately 50% of offenders are still returning to custody, indicating 
that there is an important piece of the puzzle missing (Jones, et al., 2006). 
Inherently, punishment and rehabilitation centre on the offender, and expect the 
offender to firstly, learn a lesson and be deterred from further crime as a result of 
the punishment, and secondly, to learn the skills ‘taught’ by experts within 
rehabilitation programs and then utilise these skills to make the appropriate 
changes once released into the community. Neither of these approaches pays 
particular attention to the process of the offender returning to the community or to 
the environment into which they return. Reintegration focuses on this transition 
into the community, and assisting offenders to become active and productive 
contributors after involvements with the criminal justice system (CJS; Van Ness 
& Strong, 2003). 
 
 Reintegration is not a new concept, first being recognised as an 
important endeavour as early as 1970 (Irwin, 1970). However, despite these early 
sentiments, reintegration has only now, within the last 10 years, been placed at the 
forefront of research and policy efforts.  In general, the studies that have 
considered reintegration have focused on the reintegrative experiences of 
offenders and the barriers that they face upon their release. The most common 
hurdles identified are difficulties accessing appropriate housing, stable 
employment and good pro-social supports (Jacobson, Phillips, & Elgar, 2010; 
Shinkfield & Graffam, 2009; Zample & Quinsey, 1997).  
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 My thesis proposes that reintegration is the missing puzzle piece in the 
current approach to crime control. Thus, if punishment and rehabilitation focus on 
the offender by assisting him or her to make changes to reduce their risk of 
recidivism, reintegration adds to the equation by focusing on the broader 
psychosocial aspects and barriers that offenders face. As such, reintegration 
involves not only the offender, but the wider environment, i.e. the community, 
into which they return as well. Therefore, before a process like reintegration can 
be successfully incorporated into the CJS it is vital to get an understanding of how 
receptive the community is to it. Consequently, the overall aim of this thesis is to 
investigate community views toward the process of reintegration and to identify 
the types of factors that can impact upon these views. Such a study is vital for 
several reasons. First, no such study exists, which means there is no current 
understanding about what the public think or how they feel about reintegration. 
Second, from a practical perspective, offenders returning to the community need 
not only community tolerance but support in order to gain appropriate housing, 
employment and social supports. The first step in gaining such support is to 
understand what community views are in the first place. Finally, from a policy 
perspective, we need to understand public views in order to be able to change 
them if required.   
 
 The first four chapters of this thesis consist of a literature review. This 
was a traditional thesis and literature review in which all relevant databases were 
searched to review the existing literature base. Chapter one of this thesis begins 
by providing an overview of the sentencing goals encompassed in the Sentencing 
Act (1991) in order to provide an understanding of the purposes of sentencing in 
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Victoria. A review of punishment and the research literature evaluating the 
effectiveness of punishment as a response to crime follows. Finally, the chapter 
concludes by exploring rehabilitation and its effectiveness as a response to 
reducing crime, with particular focus on the Risk-Need-Responsivity Model and 
the Good Lives Model. 
 
 The second chapter provides an overview of the reintegration process, 
examining the current definitions available within the literature and proposes a 
new definition of reintegration, the Model of Interactive Reintegration and 
Desistance. The chapter then explores a number of crucial theories, such as 
Reintegrative Shaming Theory, Labeling Theory, Social Learning Theories, 
Social Control Theory, Social Transformation Theory, Life Course Theory and 
Ecological Systems Theory. These theories are explored in order to provide an 
understanding of the concepts that underpin the reintegration process and how it 
is subsequently a vital part of the desistance process.    
 
 The third chapter focuses on reintegration from a practical perspective, 
examining the research literature and identifying the needs of offenders upon their 
release from custody. Particular focus is paid to the domains of employment and 
housing, reviewing the literature investigating these domains and their links to 
offending behaviour and recidivism.  
 
 Given that an understanding of community attitudes precedes any new 
initiative, the fourth chapter of this thesis turns its focus towards understanding 
community attitudes towards a number of justice-related issues. Firstly, the 
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chapter reviews the literature on factors that are known to influence community 
views, including demographic, instrumental, expressive-emotive and core belief 
factors. Second, the chapter reviews community attitudes toward punishment, 
rehabilitation and community sanctioning. Third, the chapter turns its attention to 
attitudes toward offenders, in particular sex offenders, as they face the most 
stigma, and subsequently greater obstacles upon their release from custody (Olver 
& Barlow, 2010). Finally, the chapter concludes by reviewing the available 
literature on community attitudes toward the reintegrative domains of 
employment and housing.  
 
Chapters five and six provide a description of the thesis study aims, 
hypotheses, method and the data analysis process and subsequent results. Finally, 
Chapter 7 summarises and examines the key findings of the study and discusses 
the implications for theory and practice, and proposes directions for future 
research.  
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CHAPTER ONE: RESPONSES TO CRIME 
 
For more than fifty years, concern over offending behaviour and public 
safety has put the issue of correctional responses to crime at the forefront of 
criminological and psychological research endeavours. Accordingly, a significant 
body of scholarship has been dedicated to the practice of effectively managing 
offender populations in order to reduce recidivism rates (Berg & Huebner, 2011). 
As a consequence of these various research endeavours, opinion related to the 
sanctioning of offenders has had a turbulent history, with criminal justice 
responses swinging between punishment and rehabilitation approaches (Wormith 
et al., 2007). For instance, The 1960s and 1970s saw a surge in the development 
of rehabilitation programs that implemented psychological treatments aimed at 
addressing the factors contributing to reoffending. This rise in the popularity of 
rehabilitation programs was followed by the publication of Martinson’s (1974) 
evaluation of such programs, which concluded that nothing works, and resulted in 
the denunciation and reduction of community-based rehabilitation programs. In 
their place, punishment, or the get tough approach once again became an 
underlying goal of sentencing and correctional services (Andrews & Bonta, 
2010). 
 
Notwithstanding the lack of practical support for rehabilitation which 
followed throughout the mid 1970s and 80s, extensive research continued within 
the area. Subsequent revisions of the ‘nothing works’ notion followed, resulting in 
a renewed search for factors that might be effective in rehabilitation programs. 
This lead to the birth of the ‘what works’ literature in the late 1980s and the 
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development of a number of guiding principles to inform effective rehabilitation 
programs, such as the Risk-Need-Responsivity model (Bonta & Andrews, 2007).  
 
As a result of this continued research, many benefits and successes of 
rehabilitation have been identified, including the development of the Good Lives 
Model framework (Andrew & Bonta, 2006; Auditor General Victoria, 2003; Day, 
2009; Hanson, Bourgon, Helmus & Hodgson, 2009; Redondo, Sanchez-Meca & 
Garrido 1999; Ward & Maruna, 2007; Woodrow & Bright, 2011). This ongoing 
research has demonstrated that punishment, the act of subjecting an individual to 
a penalty, is not necessarily the only sentencing option, nor the most efficacious 
one for reducing crime and recidivism (Macquarie, 1994; Sampson & Laub, 
2003). Subsequently, these research outcomes have resulted in an increased sense 
of optimism that rehabilitative correctional responses can be effective in reducing 
recidivism (Ferguson, 2002). As such, the justice system (and consequently the 
research literature) has continued to attempt to find a balance between these two 
main responses to crime; punishment and rehabilitation when sentencing 
offenders.  
 
 To assist with the sentencing of offenders in the Australian state of 
Victoria, the Sentencing Act (1991) was developed with the overall aim of 
providing sentencing principles that promote a consistent approach in the 
sentencing of offenders, in addition to increasing public understanding of 
sentencing practices and procedures. In line with the research literature, the Act 
acknowledges the utility of both punishment and rehabilitation approaches, and 
subsequently promotes the consideration of both when sentencing offenders.  
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 This chapter will begin by providing an overview of the sentencing 
goals encompassed in the Sentencing Act (1991) in order to provide an 
understanding of the purposes of sentencing in the state of Victoria. A review of 
punishment and the research literature evaluating the effectiveness of punishment 
as a response to crime will follow. Finally, this chapter will conclude with 
exploring rehabilitation and its effectiveness as a response to reducing crime, with 
particular focus on the Risk-Need-Responsivity Model and the Good Lives 
Model. 
  
1.1 The goals of sentencing 
 
In Victoria, rehabilitative and punitive objectives are accommodated 
within one sentencing structure, the Sentencing Act 1991. This Act incorporates 
five fundamental philosophies of sentencing, known as the goals of sentencing. 
The goals of sentencing include retribution, deterrence, incapacitation, 
denunciation and rehabilitation (Sentencing Act, 1991, (Vic), s5). They are not 
ranked in a particular order, and can be selected alone, or used in combination by 
the sentencing court at its discretion (Sentencing Act, 1991).  
 
The five goals identified above are derived from two theories of 
punishment, identified in the literature as retributivism and consequentialism 
(Wood 2010; Zdenkowski, 2007). The retributive theory is ‘backward-looking’, 
and focuses on past conduct. It proposes that offenders deserve to be punished in 
order to pay for the wrongs they have committed (Zdenkowski). Thus, 
retributionists hold that the purpose of the criminal justice system is to deliver 
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punishment. Conversely, the consequentialist position is said to be ‘forward-
looking’.  It posits that punishment is justified because its beneficial effects 
outweigh its detrimental effects. The aim of punishment, when it is necessary, is 
to modify future behaviour by reducing the prospect of further crime 
(Zdenkowski). As such, this stance proposes that the function of the criminal 
justice system is to promote beneficial behavioural change through the 
mechanism of punishment in order to reduce recidivism, rather than to simply 
deliver retribution.   
 
Of the above-listed goals of the Sentencing Act (1991), retribution and 
denunciation can be regarded as non-consequentialist, whereas incapacitation, 
deterrence and rehabilitation can be seen as consequentialist (Zdenkowski, 2007). 
The goal of retribution is to submit those individuals who commit criminal acts to 
punishment which is proportionate to the gravity of their crime; in other words the 
idea is ‘just’ punishment (McGuire & Priestley, 1995; Zdenkowski). Deterrence 
aims to prevent future crimes and consists of two forms: specific deterrence, 
which intends to dissuade the offender from reoffending as a result of their given 
punishment, and general deterrence, which aims to deter others from offending 
for fear of the punishment they may receive (McGuire & Priestley). 
Incapacitation also prevents further offending (for a set time) as it renders an 
offender incapable of committing further offences during incarceration.  
 
In contrast to the retributive goals, denunciation holds that the severity of 
the sentence makes a statement that the offence in question is not to be tolerated 
by society (McGuire & Priestley, 1995).  Similarly, the goal of rehabilitation 
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emphasises that the community is best served when offenders are provided with 
the resources to change their personality, beliefs, attitudes, offending behaviour 
patterns, and skills. In doing so, the aim is to reduce their risk of recidivism and 
also to produce a law abiding citizen (McGuire & Priestley; Zdenkowski).  
 
While rehabilitation has now been established as a goal of sentencing and 
is an inherent part of the Australian criminal justice system, it is important to note 
that this was not the case prior to the second half of the 20th century. Before that, 
rehabilitation was assumed to occur as a consequence of punishment, with 
offenders being thought to ‘learn their lesson’ and avoid additional offending 
behaviour for fear of further punishment (Maguire & Raynor, 2006). It is notable 
however, that a continuing struggle exists between conservative proponents who 
continue to support the traditional punitive function of the justice system and 
those who wish to bring about rehabilitative reforms (Andrews & Bonta, 2010; 
Hollin, 2002). For example, when the judiciary leans towards a rehabilitative 
model to “impose a treatment-based sanction rather than a deterrence based 
punitive one [it] is (seen) as an act of leniency and a mark of weakness” (Fox, 
1999, p. 156). Thus, despite the overwhelming advances in the rehabilitation field 
(i.e. from vague ideologies to empirically supported principles and good treatment 
outcomes), punishment appears to still be the mainstay of correctional responses 
to crime.  
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1.2 Punishment as a response to crime  
 
The notion of punishment, operationalized by the Victorian correctional 
system as incarceration, has its roots in specific deterrence theory (Andenaes, 
1968). This theory holds that individuals who experience more severe sanctions 
will be more likely to be deterred from future criminal behaviour (Cullen & 
Gendreau, 2000). In principle, punishment serves three purposes, all of which are 
in line with the goals of sentencing. It acts as a direct deterrent for the offender, 
and a general deterrent for the community, and it protects the public via the 
incapacitation of the offender during the offender's incarceration (McGuire & 
Priestley, 1995).  
 
However, research has noted that punishment meets very few of the 
criteria necessary to be an effective mechanism of behaviour change (Carroll & 
Weaver, 1986; Light et al., 1993; Mayers, 1980). These criteria include, (a) 
inevitability, when the undesired behaviour is followed by punishment without 
exception; (b) immediacy, punishment is most effective when it instantaneously 
follows the behaviour; (c) severity, maximum intensity is most effective; (d) 
availability of alternative behaviours, i.e. punishment works best when other 
responses can replace the unwanted behaviour and be reinforced, and (e) 
comprehensibility, that a punishing experience can be understood in relation to 
the behaviour (McGuire & Priestley, 1995). After a review of the available 
literature, McGuire and Priestley noted that none of the above conditions are 
adequately met within the Criminal Justice System (CJS). First, they reported that 
arrest and conviction after offending are not guaranteed, and only a small 
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proportion of convictions result in incarceration. Second, the protracted and 
intermittent nature of legal processing means that punishment typically occurs 
weeks, months or even years after the commission of an offence. Third, ethical 
principles do not allow punishment to be utilised in its utmost severity, and 
finally, many offences are goal-directed, and in the absence of other means to 
achieve these goals, it is difficult to eliminate the behaviour.  
 
If incarceration acted as a legitimate form of deterrence from further 
offending behaviour it would be expected that longer sentences would result in 
decreased crime. Although lengthy incarceration periods may provide a sense of 
retribution for the victim and wider community, no empirical link has been found 
between more severe punishment and increased desistance from crime (Cullen, 
Fisher, & Applegate, 2000). For example, Gendreau, Goggin, Cullen and 
Andrews (2001) examined two data sets to investigate this question. They first 
analysed 222 comparisons of groups of offenders (N = 68,248) who spent more 
(an average of 30 months) versus less (an average of 17 months) time in prison. 
While they did not control for type of offence or type of prison, their analyses 
revealed that those who were incarcerated for a greater period actually had a 2-3% 
relative increase in recidivism rates. Their second analyses examined 103 
comparisons of 267,804 offenders who either received a short sentence of 
incarceration or a community-based disposition. Once again, there was no 
controlling for offence type or type of prison. These analyses found a 7% increase 
in recidivism rates but no effect (0%) when effect size was weighted by sample 
size. Such results indicate no deterrent effect, suggesting that incarceration, or 
punishment, alone has little effect on reducing recidivism rates.  
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To add to Cullen and colleagues’ findings, several studies have actually 
found that imprisonment increases rates of recidivism. For example, Laub and 
Sampson (1993) conducted a longitudinal study in the United States and found 
that imprisonment increased recidivism due to the negative effects it had on social 
bonds. This notion was also supported by a meta-analytic review of the 
relationship between time spent in prison and offender recidivism. Gendreau, 
Goggin and Cullen (1999) utilised an ancestry approach to complete a literature 
search for studies examining the effects of imprisonment on recidivism, with the 
final database consisting of 325 comparisons involving 336,052 offenders. 
Studies included comparisons of offenders sentenced to longer sentences versus 
shorter incarceration time, and incarceration versus community sanctions. 
Gendreau, Goggin and Cullen's analyses produced no evidence that prison 
sentences reduce recidivism; rather when the data from the custody groups (long 
and short sentence lengths) and the incarceration versus community groupings 
were combined there was an increase in recidivism associated with harsher 
punishments.  
 
Cohen, Eden and Lazar (1991) compared the recidivism outcomes of 
offenders sentenced to a term of incarceration and offenders granted probation. 
They utilised a sample of 202 male offenders in Israel who had been convicted of 
a variety of offences including drug, sex and violence-related offences. Of these 
offenders, 48% had been granted probation and 52% had received a custodial 
sentence of between two months and seven years. The follow up period was 5 
years after release from prison or completion of probation, and after this time no 
statistical difference between the recidivism rates of the two groups was found.  
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Spohn (2007) utilised a data file of 1,077 offenders, 776 of whom were 
sentenced to probation, and 301 who were sentenced to incarceration. She then 
divided these offenders into three groups consisting of drug, drug involved and 
non-drug offenders, and compared the recidivism rates. This study had several 
strengths including: 1) the use of three recidivism measures, 2) the sample 
included different types of offenders, 3) a relatively long follow-up period of four 
years and 4) the use of a quasi control group utilising an offender’s predicted 
probability of incarceration. The results of this study provided no support for the 
deterrent effect of imprisonment. In fact, Spohn found that those offenders who 
were sentenced to prison had higher rates of recidivism, and reoffended more 
quickly, than those offenders placed on probation. Such findings may be partially 
explained by the different groups of offenders (i.e. probation versus incarceration) 
having different stakes in conformity.  For instance, those offenders who were 
sentenced to probation were significantly more likely to be married and have 
responsibility for dependent children. Consistent with this interpretation is the fact 
that scores on stakes of conformity were higher for those on probation than for 
those who were incarcerated.  
 
In line with these findings, Cullen, Jonson and Nagin (2011) completed a 
review of the literature and concluded that there is little evidence to suggest that 
incarceration reduces recidivism and that there is some evidence to suggest that 
incarceration can actually have a criminogenic effect. Similarly, Bales and 
Piquero (2012) examined the effects of incarceration on recidivism by comparing 
a Florida sample of 79,000 offenders sentenced to imprisonment with 65,000 
offenders sentenced to community based sanctions. A strength of the study was 
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the use of one, two and three year follow up periods and a variety of statistical 
techniques including Logistic Regression, Precision Matching and Propensity 
Score Matching. Results indicated that compared to community sanctions, 
incarceration leads to greater recidivism. Lending further support to this 
conclusions is the fact that similar results were found across all three methods 
utilised within the study.  
   
Overall, the research on punishment reported above does not appear to 
suggest that it is an effective means of reducing recidivism. However, it should be 
noted that it is difficult to draw conclusions regarding the effects of punishments 
due to a number of confounds. For instance, comparison of research outcomes 
investigating the effectiveness of incarceration is challenging given the use of 
diverse data sources. These may include self-report measures, arrest and re-
conviction data, probation/parole revocations, and new sentences of incarceration. 
Additionally, studies have employed differing definitions of recidivism, which 
could range from a further conviction for any offence, more serious offences, or 
the same types of offences (e.g., Chen, Matruglio, Weatherburn & Hua, 2005; 
Cohen, Eden & Lazar, 1991; Gelb, 2007; Jones, Hua, Donnelly, McHutchinson & 
Heggie, 2006; Payne, 2005).  
 
Lipsey and Cullen (2007) have also noted the limitations in investigating 
the effectiveness of incarceration. Specifically, they noted that methodologically-
rigorous studies of the effects of incarceration are especially difficult to conduct 
as random allocation of convicted offenders to either incarceration or a non-prison 
alternative is not viewed as an acceptable sentencing procedure. However, they 
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note that despite differing methodological designs, each with their own strengths 
and weaknesses, there are still no studies that support the notion that 
imprisonment reduces recidivism. In fact, as noted above, a significant portion of 
the research actually suggests that imprisonment or longer periods of 
imprisonment may increase the likelihood of recidivism. Thus, the available 
evidence is not consistent with the supposition that imprisonment acts as a 
specific deterrent beyond its incapacitation function.  
 
1.3 Increasing imprisonment rates 
 
As shown above, research has clearly indicated that punishment alone is 
not the means by which to reduce recidivism.  Despite this, incarceration rates in 
Australia continue to rise at a rate of four times that of the increase in the general 
population (Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS, 2009; 2010). For example, in 
Victoria, the rate of imprisonment rose from 69.9 adults per 100,000 in 1990 to 
105 adults per 100,000 in 2010 , a 50.9% overall increase over this twenty year 
period (Gelb, 2011a).  
 
The average aggregate custodial sentence length identified by the ABS at 
June 30, 2008 was 59.1 months (nearly 5 years), and at least half of prisoners in 
all states and territories had served a prior sentence of adult imprisonment. Male 
prisoners consistently had higher proportions of a prior imprisonment, ranging 
from 77% in the Australian Capital Territory to 51% in Victoria. Further, Jones 
and colleagues (2006) found that in some Australian states the number of 
offenders entering prison for the first time was actually lower than the number of 
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offenders returning to prison.  
 
These statistics support the research findings discussed above by 
highlighting that not only are imprisonment rates increasing, but over 50% and 
30% of male and female offenders (respectively) are returning to custody for 
reoffending. These figures are significant and the associated cost of $2.6 billion 
per annum, or approximately $92 per prisoner per day, is substantial (Productivity 
Commission, 2005; Weatherburn, Froyland, Moffatt & Corben, 2009). Given 
rising rates of imprisonment and the questionable effects of punishment on 
deterrence and recidivism, research into effective responses to crime has shifted 
in focus from punishment toward the effectiveness of rehabilitation approaches.  
 
1.4 Rehabilitation as a response to crime 
 
Rehabilitation, which involves the psychological treatment of offending 
behaviour, can be defined as a "reiterative, active, educational and problem 
solving process" focused on an individual's behaviour (Wade & de Jong, 2000, p. 
1386). It includes components of assessment (the identification of the nature and 
extent of the problem and relevant factors to its resolution), goal setting, 
intervention (treatment and support) and evaluation (to check on the effectiveness 
of the intervention) (Wade & de Jong). However, the road to acknowledging and 
supporting rehabilitation as a serious and effective sentencing option has not been 
an easy one.  
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The notion of rehabilitation acting as an effective and viable approach to 
addressing recidivism was significantly impaired when the now much debated 
review by Martinson was published in 1974. Based on 231 efficacy studies, 
Martinson came to the conclusion that ‘nothing works’ in the rehabilitation of 
offenders. Despite a future recantation of such statements, this apparent lack of 
rehabilitative effectiveness contributed to the pendulum-like swing of correctional 
policies back to a more punitive direction. It also contributed to a reduction of 
rehabilitative programs and restored a reliance on punishment as the predominant 
response to crime (Ferguson, 2002).  
 
Despite the resurgence of punishment at this time, many researchers 
criticised Martinson’s conclusion. Thus, the correctional treatment literature 
continued to investigate offending behaviour and focused its attention on the 
effectiveness of rehabilitative responses. What emerged was a key theory, the 
Psychology of Criminal Conduct (PCC), which in turn informed the development 
of the Risk Need Responsivity Model (RNR), that continues to guide current 
rehabilitation practice today (Ferguson, 2002; Ward & Maruna, 2007).  
 
The PCC is grounded in the principles of social learning theory. 
Developed by Andrews and Bonta in the 1980s, it attempts to explain the 
variability of criminal behaviour, and acknowledges the contributions of social 
context, biology, and psychopathology in the acquisition and maintenance of 
offending behaviour (Ogloff & Davis, 2004). The PCC suggests several factors 
that may influence an individual’s propensity to engage in offending behaviour. 
These include the possession of antisocial attitudes, associating with antisocial 
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peers, and having a history of offending, and antisocial personality traits. Further 
influences, although not considered as strong, include familial difficulties and 
indicators of lack of social achievements, such as work and school (Ogloff & 
Davis). It is asserted that these traits interact via a combination of operant and 
classical conditioning, and observational learning to develop and maintain 
offending behaviour (Ward, Melser & Yates, 2007). Therefore, to minimise the 
risk of an individual engaging in offending behaviour, it makes inherent sense to 
address these influential factors to minimise their impact. It is from this line of 
thinking that the fundamental principles of risk and need analysis arose to inform 
the development of the RNR model (Ferguson, 2002).  
 
1.5 The Risk Need Responsivity Model  
 
The Risk Need Responsivity model is empirically informed and targets 
risk detection and management in order to reduce an individual's propensity to 
offend (Ward & Maruna, 2007). In essence, the model and its guiding principles 
were derived from the ‘what works’ movement, which commenced in the 1980s 
after governments placed an increasing emphasis on the need to demonstrate 
‘effectiveness’ and ‘value for money’ when it came to developing offender 
treatment approaches and related policies (Maguire, Grubin, Losel & Raynor, 
2010). This emphasis resulted in a body of research being dedicated to identifying 
the core components of successful interventions, and, thus to establish best 
practice models supported by empirical literature on ‘what works’ (McGuire, 
1995; Wilson & Yates, 2009). Results of such studies indicated that properly 
designed programs, especially those based on Cognitive Behaviour Therapy, 
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could reduce recidivism by up to 15% (e.g., Lipsey, 1992; Lipsey, Chapman, & 
Landenberger, 2001; Lösel, 1995; MacKenzie, 2006; Raynor, 2008). Further 
research conducted by Andrews and colleagues (Andrews, Bonta & Hoge, 1990; 
Andrews, Zinger, Hoge, Bonta, Gendreau & Cullen, 1990) then identified core 
principles of these effective interventions and, in conjunction with the PCC 
theory, developed the RNR model.  
 
As such, the RNR model incorporates a set of empirically-validated 
principles, which provide direction for the assessment and treatment of a wide 
range of offending populations. These include: risk assessment of an offender’s 
propensity to reoffend, the identification of needs directly related to offending 
behaviour, responsivity to factors that may impede treatment, professional 
discretion enabling clinicians to utilise clinical judgement when required, and the 
adherence to program integrity to ensure that treatment is as efficacious as 
possible (Gendreau, 1996).  
 
The risk principle has two components, the first of which is concerned 
with the importance of reliably predicting risk of offending behaviour and thus 
emphasises the requirement for evidence-based risk assessments (Bonta & 
Andrews, 2007). The second component specifies the relationship between risk 
level and the intensity of intervention, such that intensive interventions are 
targeted at high risk offenders and less intense (or no) interventions are aimed at 
low risk offenders (Andrews & Bonta; Ward & Maruna, 2007; Willis, 2009). This 
approach is based on research that has demonstrated that directing intensive 
treatment at low risk offenders is both ineffective and may increase their risk of 
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reoffending (Andrews & Bonta, 2006; Bonta, Wallace-Capretta, & Rooney, 
2000).  
 
The need principle draws on research that has highlighted the individual 
factors that should be targeted for modification within the treatment process. It 
notes that the most effective and ethical approach to treatment is to address 
dynamic risk factors, or criminogenic needs, which are causally related to 
offending behaviour (Ward & Maruna, 2007; Willis, 2009). Research suggests 
that treatment targeting non-criminogenic needs is ineffective as these needs are 
not linked with recidivism, and therefore addressing them will not reduce 
reoffending (Andrews & Bonta, 2006; Hanson & Morton-Bourgon, 2005).  
 
The responsivity principle focuses on the treatment process and considers 
factors that can affect or impede an individual’s response to treatment. It therefore 
informs the actual delivery of interventions in order to maximise efficacy (Ogloff 
& Davis, 2004). There are two types of responsivity factors that may affect 
treatment outcome, and these are (specific) internal factors to the individual such 
as intellectual functioning, learning styles, motivation and ethnic identities (Ward 
& Maruna, 2007; Willis, 2009), and (general) external factors such as staff 
characteristics, the therapeutic relationship, and program content and delivery 
(Ogloff & Davis, 2004). Thus, the responsivity principle emphasises the 
identification and selection of appropriate modes and styles of intervention to best 
facilitate an individual’s participation. In addition, responsivity is concerned with 
enhancing an individual’s motivation and with identifying and responding to their 
readiness to engage in treatment. Finally, this principle endorses the use of the 
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Cognitive Behavioural approach to treatment. This is consistent with both the 
social learning emphasis of the PCC and the available empirical evidence on 
offender rehabilitation which emphasises the success of programs that utilise this 
approach (McGuire & Priestly, 1995; Ogloff & Davis).  
  
It was upon revision of the RNR model that the two final principles of 
professional discretion and program integrity were introduced. It was recognised 
that there are times when professionals may need to draw upon information that is 
not part of a recognised offender assessment or intervention system. Thus, it 
allows for the application of clinical judgement in cases where decisions are not 
covered by the remainder of the principles. However, it is noted that the use of 
professional discretion may be necessary in less than 10% of cases (Andrews & 
Bonta, 1995).  
 
The integrity principle was deemed necessary given the issues that may 
arise when new treatment approaches are introduced, such as staff resistance and 
inadequate training. As such, this principle emphasises the standardisation of 
treatment. It does so by examining whether programs are delivered as they were 
intended by theory and design (Hollin, 1995). It also involves the ongoing 
monitoring of the correct use of the other principles, and of the assessments and 
interventions to ensure that integrity is maintained (Bonta & Andrews, 2003). 
Ensuring program integrity is also a vital component of the ongoing evaluation of 
treatment programs. 
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The RNR model has been regarded as one of the most significant 
advances in offender rehabilitation over the past 20 years (Ogloff, 2002; Ogloff & 
Davis, 2004). The model has had considerable impact in Australia, and 
internationally, including Canada, the UK, the USA and New Zealand (NZ; 
Andrews & Bonta, 2010).  Given its implementation across a range of 
correctional jurisdictions, the RNR model has been subject to a wide range of 
research and evaluation, resulting in the identification of both strengths and 
weaknesses, as outlined below.  
 
1.5.1 Strengths of the RNR Model 
 
The RNR is theoretically-informed and has its roots in theories such as the 
PCC (discussed earlier), the General Personality and Social Psychological 
Perspective on Criminal Conduct, and the Personal/Interpersonal Community 
Reinforcement Perspective (see Bonta & Andrews, 2003). Essentially these 
theories note individual differences in the propensity to commit crimes and 
emphasise the diversity evident in biology, personality, cognition, behavioural 
history and interpersonal functioning. They contributed to the development of the 
RNR model by establishing links between certain traits and the risk of offending, 
thereby enabling more accurate risk assessments and the identification of 
treatment targets. This has assisted in the introduction of structured, empirically-
based, and thus more accurate, risk assessment tools. These tools then enable the 
accurate identification of an offender’s level of risk and criminogenic needs, and 
in turn provide guidance and inform the treatment process (Andrews, Bonta & 
Wormith, 2006).  
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The RNR is also an empirically-guided model that was developed from 
the ‘what works’ research movement. Thornton (1987) reviewed much of the 
available research and found that studies employing psychological therapy as the 
experimental condition demonstrated up to a 50% positive advantage over studies 
that did not. Similarly, Garrett (1985) conducted a meta-analysis of 111 studies 
and found a significant overall effect of treatment on a number of variables 
including reoffending. Further research by Losel and Koferl (1989), Izzo and 
Ross (1990), Lipsey and Wilson (1998), Redondo, Sanchez-Meca and Garrido 
(1999) also found similar results, indicating that rehabilitation does in fact work. 
In fact, combining these meta-analyses illustrates that rehabilitation programs can 
result in up to a 30% reduction in recidivism rates (McGuire, 1996). Further 
research studies, which focus more specifically on the efficacy of the RNR model, 
identify an ability to reduce recidivism by between 10-50% (Corrections Victoria, 
2004). A meta-analysis conducted by Andrews et al. (1990) found significantly 
greater effectiveness with programs that complied with the RNR principles when 
compared with other criminal sanctions or unspecified treatment. Subsequent 
meta-analytic investigations by McGuire (2004) and Andrews, Dowden and 
colleagues (cited in Andrews & Bonta, 2003) yielded similar results. 
 
Andrews, Bonta and Wormith (2006) completed a review of the research 
literature to investigate the effectiveness of assessment approaches that focused 
on the risk and need principles of the RNR model. They found that an increase in 
the precision of risk assessment was correlated with increased support of the risk 
and need principle. Similar results were found for adherence to the general 
responsivity principle, but this could have been affected by explicit assessment of 
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staff relationship and staff structuring skills. In essence, such results suggest that, 
at best, the effectiveness of rehabilitation assessment outcome increases when 
adherence to the RNR principles increases.  
 
Lowenkamp, Latessa, and Hostlinger (2006) used a quasi-experimental 
design when reviewing the results of several studies examining the RNR model. 
Two separate studies which collectively provided data from 97 programs and a 
total of 13,676 offenders focused on the efficacy of the risk principle and 
investigated if programs that adhere to the risk principle, by providing more 
services or supervision to offenders who are higher risk, were more effective than 
those that did not. Consistent with RNR theory, they found that intensive 
programs that included a large percentage of low-risk or low-needs offenders 
were more likely to have poorer outcomes than those that were populated by a 
greater proportion of high-risk offenders. They also found that offenders 
responded better to programs that adhered to cognitive-behavioural approaches, 
as suggested by the RNR model.  
 
Another strength of the RNR model is its applicability to various offender 
populations. For instance, research conducted by Ward, Melser and Yates (2007) 
demonstrated the efficacy of the RNR model across a wide range of offender 
groups, including juvenile offenders, violent offenders, and female offenders. 
Hanson (2006, as cited in Wilson & Yates, 2009) has also demonstrated that the 
RNR principles can be successfully applied to sex offenders. His meta-analysis 
found that greater adherence to the RNR principles was associated with reduced 
sexual offence recidivism.  
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1.5.2 Critiques of the RNR model 
 
Despite empirical support for the RNR model, it is not without its critics, 
and a number of theorists have highlighted limitations in its approach to offender 
rehabilitation (e.g., Maruna, 2001; Ward, 2002a; Ward & Marshall, 2004; Ward 
& Stewart, 2003). One of the main critiques of the RNR model relates to the very 
issue of its efficacy. As noted earlier, the RNR model has been found to be 
‘efficacious’ with results of numerous studies indicating a 10-50% decrease in 
recidivism rates when the RNR principles are adhered to (Corrections Victoria, 
2004; McGuire, 1995; Sentencing Advisory Council, 2009). Although this 
indicates some level of efficacy (up to 50%) when the principles of RNR are 
utilised, such results may also suggest that factors other than those addressed by 
the RNR model are contributing to recidivism. 
 
Furthermore, the meta-analytic studies examining the effectiveness of the 
RNR model also have a number of confounding issues, which make comparisons 
of studies and drawing conclusions from the literature difficult. For instance, 
Lipton et al. (2002) found a statistically significant effect for the use of CBT 
approaches to reduce recidivism. However, they adopted liberal inclusion criteria, 
which included both strictly-defined behavioural programs and broadly-defined 
cognitive programs, some of which were not in a programmatic format. The type 
of recidivism data and the follow up periods utilised to measure the effectiveness 
of RNR programs also differs. For instance, Lowenkamp et al. (2006) looked at 
re-incarceration within a two year period of completing a program whilst 
McGuire, et al. (2008) looked only at reconviction rates over a 17 month period.  
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Critics also claim that the RNR model is a problem-focused model that 
uses negative language and focuses on the reduction of risk or elimination of 
certain behaviours with little focus on the strengths that offenders may have 
(Ward & Brown, 2004). Subsequently, it is viewed as a deficit-based approach to 
treatment and, this is argued to significantly affect offender motivation. 
Motivation has been identified as an important responsivity factor in treatment, 
with research having clearly identified that individuals who do not complete 
treatment re-offend at higher rates than those who complete treatment (Hanson & 
Bussière, 1998). Although the principle of responsivity identifies offender 
motivation as an important factor, the RNR model does not systematically address 
this issue or adequately guide professionals in how to engage offenders (Ward & 
Brown). In contrast, a strengths-based approach would suggest that if offender 
strengths were to be acknowledged and fostered, they could provide the offender 
with more options for leading a pro-social lifestyle, and subsequently increase 
their motivation to do so.  
 
Furthermore, it is suggested that offender treatment readiness is not 
adequately addressed by the RNR model despite proponents of the model 
proposing that this issue is addressed within the responsivity principle. As 
outlined earlier, the responsivity principle refers to the use of particular modes of 
treatment to engage offenders. Ward and Brown (2004) suggest that this refers to 
the extent to which these modes of treatment can assist offenders to absorb the 
content, rather than their readiness to actively engage with the content and 
translate it into behaviour change.  
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The RNR model has also been criticised for its focus on risk management 
at the expense of more psychologically relevant factors that can come together to 
promote an individual’s well-being and fulfilment. It is suggested that treating 
offenders strictly by this model can leave them with gaps in their lives because, 
while they learn strategies to avoid risk, they will not have learned to 
simultaneously live in a pro-social manner and work toward a meaningful and 
valuable life (Ward & Brown, 2004).  
 
These theoretical criticisms of the RNR model have led to criticisms about 
its implementation and lack of theoretical resources to guide practitioners 
working with offenders across a range of tasks. For example, Wilson and Yates 
(2009) suggested that although the RNR model provides a framework for the 
preparation and evaluation of effective programs, it does not necessarily assist 
clinicians to choose intervention styles that best engage offenders in therapy. 
Further, Ward and Stewart (2003) suggest that the principle of responsivity is not 
sufficiently elucidated by the model, but rather that it is simply identified as an 
important treatment principle. This results in it being neglected, leading to a 
mechanistic one size fits all approach that does not adequately deal with 
contextual factors with which offenders are confronted, in the process of 
rehabilitation (Ward & Brown, 2004; Ward & Stewart). These include issues such 
as motivation, agency, non-criminogenic needs, identity shifts, and therapeutic 
alliance.  
 
The RNR model has also been criticised for its failure to address the role 
of personal identity, which has been identified as an integral factor in the research 
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literature due to its proposed effect on desistance (Maruna, 2001). Maruna 
investigated the role that self-narratives play in desistance, with the aim of 
identifying the cognitive adaptations and self-schemas that may assist offenders to 
cease offending. He utilised a targeted theoretical sampling technique to identify a 
sample of offenders committed to a ‘straight life’ and a comparative sample of 
offenders actively committed to an offending lifestyle (also known as career 
criminals e.g. those that have committed a lot of crimes over many years). 
Interviewees were recruited via ethnographic field work (34%), recommended by 
parole officers, social workers or reintegration workers (40%) and suggestions by 
other offenders (snowball sampling technique; 26%). Desistance was assessed via 
interview, and operationalised as being committed to an offence-free future and 
having not engaged in any offending behaviour for the past year. Persistence was 
operationalized as continuing to engage in offending behaviour. Maruna 
systematically compared the self-narratives of 30 desisting offenders with a 
matched sample of 20 active offenders. Data were analysed inductively and 
deductively with findings indicating that in order to be effectively rehabilitated, 
individuals need to establish an alternative coherent and pro-social identity 
(Maruna, 2001). For example, those offenders who were actively desisting from 
offending lived life with a “redemption script” by which negative past 
experiences were reinterpreted as providing a pathway to the development of a 
new identity. Despite the apparent importance of personal identity, the RNR 
model, does not acknowledge or address its role within the change process.  
 
Finally, the RNR has also been criticised for not appreciating the crucial 
role that context can play in the process of rehabilitation. For example, Ward and 
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Stewart (2003) argued that humans are embedded in local social and cultural 
contexts, and as a result, treatment plans should focus on skills and resources that 
offenders may require to function appropriately in their particular context once 
they are released into the community. 
 
1.6 The Good Lives Model 
 
In light of the critiques of the RNR model, researchers have argued that 
correctional interventions need to take into account the promotion of human good 
by enlisting a strengths-based approach to offender rehabilitation (Ward & 
Maruna, 2007). One such framework is the Good Lives Model (GLM), which 
places focus upon what individual offenders can contribute to their family and the 
community (Barnau, Robertson & Ward, 2010; Ward & Gannon, 2006; Ward, 
Mann & Gannon, 2007). This approach has been adopted in Australia and is 
growing in popularity, especially for the treatment of sex offenders in the USA 
and Canada (McGrath, Cumming, Burchard, Zeoli, & Ellerby, 2010; Purvis, 
Ward & Willis, 2011).  McGrath et al. conducted a survey investigating the 
current practice patterns of assessing, treating and managing sex offenders in 
North America. The report contains responses from 1, 379 sex offender treatment 
programs, 80% of which are community based, and represents all 50 states, the 
District of Columbia, and nine Canadian provinces. In order to identify a 
program’s primary treatment model, respondents were required to rank, from a 
list of thirteen theories, the three theories that best describe their approach. Most 
programs (86% in the USA and slightly fewer in Canada) selected CBT 
approaches as the primary treatment approach. However, one third of adolescent 
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and adult programs in the USA and one half of Canadian adult programs selected 
the GLM framework as a top three choice. In addition to the GLM framework 
being utilised in treatment approaches, more recently in Australia, it is being used 
to generate a structured strengths-based approach to the case management of 
offenders being supervised on community-based dispositions (Purvis et al., 2011).  
 
The GLM framework is based on the assumption that offenders have 
similar needs and aspirations to non-offending members of the community. It 
suggests that by nature, humans seek out experiences that are consistent with their 
personal values, and experience high levels of well-being as a result. Like all 
other humans, offenders tend to weight some primary goods more heavily than 
others, and construct their lifestyles and activities around these most valued 
goods. The GLM asserts that criminal behaviour occurs when individuals attempt 
to satisfy their needs/values, but lack the internal and external resources to do so 
in a pro-social manner (Willis, 2009). Accordingly, treatment should equip 
offenders with the knowledge, skills, opportunities and resources necessary to live 
a good life, which is consistent with their values, and is acceptable to wider 
society.    
 
The GLM suggests that treatment should aim to promote those primary 
goods or human needs that, once met, enhance psychological well-being (Ward & 
Brown, 2004). In particular, rehabilitative treatment plans and subsequent 
reintegration efforts should focus on those values offenders place the most weight 
on, as these are the basis of their practical identities. Ward and Maruna (2007) 
suggest 10 classes of primary goods: (1) life (including healthy living and 
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functioning), (2) knowledge, (3) excellence in play and work (including mastery 
experiences), (4) agency (i.e., autonomy and self-directedness), (5) inner peace 
(i.e., freedom from emotional turmoil and stress), (6) relatedness (including 
intimate, romantic, and family relationships), (7) community, (8) spirituality (in 
the broad sense of finding meaning and purpose in life), (9) happiness, and (10) 
creativity. 
 
The GLM also discusses the notion of instrumental or secondary goods, 
which provide concrete means of achieving primary goods and take the form of 
approach goals (Ward, Vess, Collie, & Gannon, 2006). It argues that criminal 
behaviour results from attempts to gain primary goods utilising inappropriate 
secondary goods, for example sexual offending may be an improper attempt to 
gain intimacy (Ward & Gannon, 2006; Ward & Marshall, 2004; Willis, 2009). 
Thus, offenders are encouraged to formulate personally meaningful pro-social 
secondary goods (or tools) in order to meet their primary goods. During the 
identification of secondary goods, the GLM pays particular attention to the 
environmental context in which the offender returns. This is based on the belief 
that secondary goods are dependent upon various external conditions, in 
particular resources and social support (Ward & Gannon, 2006; Ward et al., 
2006).  
 
1.6.1 Strengths of the GLM 
 
The GLM emerged with the growth of positive psychology and is directed 
toward the enhancement of offender capabilities. It is suggested that by focusing 
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on strengths or capabilities, an offender’s quality of life is improved and this 
subsequently may result in a reduction in their risk of reoffending (Ward & 
Stewart, 2003). It acknowledges the advances of the RNR model and the 
necessity to identify risk and address criminogenic needs. However, instead of 
focusing on negative or avoidance goals, such as how to eliminate risks, the focus 
is on approach goals and developing offender strengths in order for them to 
pursue human goods in the ‘right’ way.  
 
The GLM aims to reduce reoffending by assisting offenders to achieve a 
good life via the development of strengths and capabilities to fulfil their human 
needs. In turn this is thought to reduce their criminogenic risk both directly and 
indirectly. First, by virtue of the fact that building the internal and external 
capabilities required to secure primary goods directly involves the reduction of 
criminogenic needs. Second, it can motivate offenders to work on aspects of their 
intervention plan that are not linked to their primary goods; an indirect pathway. 
As such, proponents of the GLM advocate that the framework focuses not only 
on community protection, but also on what is in the best interests of the offender. 
This, in turn, demonstrates that rehabilitative ideals could have a twin focus, one 
that promotes human goods and another that reduces risk (Birgden, 2002).  
 
The GLM identifies the importance of offender treatment motivation and 
readiness to not only enter, but effectively engage in treatment. As such, the 
GLM takes a holistic view of an offender’s situation in that it identifies and 
assists offenders to work toward the acquisition of both internal (person factors, 
which include cognitive, affective, volitional and behavioural factors) and 
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external (contextual factors, which include circumstances, location, opportunities, 
interpersonal support and resource) conditions that are necessary for them to 
implement a good life (Ward & Brown, 2004). 
 
By virtue of the GLM’s focus on human goods, it has an inherent strength 
in its ability to provide an explicit avenue by which to motivate offenders. It is 
suggested that by focusing on strengths and allowing offenders to work toward 
obtaining positive and fulfilling goals that they themselves have identified, their 
investment and motivation to actively engage in and participate in treatment will 
increase (McMurran & Ward, 2004; Ward & Stewart, 2003). Simons, McCullar 
and Tyler (2008) found that GLM-based rehabilitation can result in significantly 
higher rates of treatment engagement and completion, higher levels of 
motivation, significantly lower rates of attrition, and a greater within-treatment 
change in areas such as coping skills (cited in Wilson & Yates, 2009). The GLM 
also reinforces the importance of the therapeutic relationship in offender 
treatment. The model is explicit about the nature and types of values that should 
be associated with the rehabilitation of offenders, which may also assist with 
offender motivation (Ward & Brown, 2004).  
 
Similar to the RNR, the GLM is grounded in psychological theory, in this 
case the research literature on human needs and evolutionary psychology, which 
indicate that individuals are naturally inclined to seek certain ends (Arnhart, 
1998; Kekes, 1989, Ward, 2002a). From a psychological perspective, the GLM 
also encompasses the Self-Determination Theory of Needs, which holds that 
human beings are inherently active, self-directed individuals who are naturally 
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predisposed to seek autonomy, relatedness, and competence (Ward). 
 
 The GLM takes into consideration that individuals are contextually 
dependant and as such identifies that rehabilitation plans need to address the 
contextual and cultural factors of an offender’s environment, especially when an 
offender will be returning to the community after a period of incarceration.  
 
1.6.2 Critiques of the GLM  
  
Like the RNR model, the GLM is not without its critics. The GLM has 
been described as being in its infancy and, as a result, its biggest weakness is the 
fact that it lacks empirical support for its efficacy in reducing recidivism (Bonta & 
Andrews, 2003; Lindsay, Ward, Morgan, & Wilson, 2007; Ogloff & Davis, 
2004). Consequently, clinicians have been warned to be cautious in focusing 
treatment on offender’s non-criminogenic needs (Ogloff & Davies). Given that 
pre RNR treatment paradigms have historically almost exclusively focused on 
non-criminogenic needs, concerns have been raised that clinicians will return to 
addressing non-criminogenic needs at the expense of criminogenic needs, which 
in turn will decrease the efficacy of rehabilitative intervention (Ogloff, 2002; 
Ogloff & Davis).  
  
However, developers of the GLM emphasise that it is a framework rather 
than a standalone rehabilitation model. As a framework, they suggest it can be 
applied in conjunction with the RNR (Ward & Maruna, 2007; Ward & Stewart, 
2003). Ogloff and Davis (2004) have also put forward the argument that there is 
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no need for an entirely new approach to offender rehabilitation and suggest that 
much of what the GLM entails could be included within the responsivity principle 
of the RNR model.  
 
The underlying theories of the GLM, such as human needs, self-
determination, evolutionary psychology and goal theory, have not been tested on 
offender populations.  As such, relatively little is actually known about these 
matters among offender populations (Ogloff & Davis, 2004). Although 
proponents of the GLM argue that the general research on human needs and self-
determination should apply to offenders, others (e.g., Lindsay, et al., 2007) argue 
that this may not be the case, given that social learning theory and differential 
association theory suggest that the human needs of offenders are being met, just 
not in pro-social ways. As such, further research is required to confirm or refute 
the applicability of these underlying concepts to the offender population.  
  
The GLM aims to reduce reoffending by assisting offenders to achieve a 
good life via the development of strengths and capabilities to fulfil their human 
needs. However, the operationalization of this model, across offender groups is 
limited. Although some guidelines have been published, (see Yates, Prescott, & 
Ward, 2010), these specifically refer to the implementation of the GLM with the 
sex offender population. As such, further research into its generalizability across 
offender groups and subsequent guidelines still need to to be developed. This lack 
of clear and practical guidelines about how to incorporate GLM principles into 
clinical practice with a range of offenders could also lead to a lack of consistency 
in their application across intervention programs.  
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 The GLM suggests that its focus on approach goals and offender strengths 
is likely to improve offender engagement and motivation, especially when 
compared to the use of avoidance goals as utilised in the RNR (Ward & Stewart, 
2003). However, it has been argued that motivational levels in the correctional 
system are difficult to ascertain due to the impact of a number of other factors. 
These include degree of coercion, the implications for an offender’s sentence (e.g. 
early parole), and an offender’s belief in the efficacy of rehabilitation. Further, 
these factors are not taken into account when looking at motivation. In addition, 
given that almost all offenders are mandated to engage in rehabilitative programs, 
Slobogin (1995) suggests that intervention foci should be geared toward risk 
reduction approaches as the therapeutic goals of offenders may be in direct 
contrast to those of the correctional system. Thus, agreement on positive goals 
that work toward a fulfilling pro-social lifestyle may be unattainable. 
 
The above section identified the two rehabilitative theories that are most 
prominent within the research literature, discussing both their identified strengths 
and weaknesses. Although there is a temptation to choose one model over the 
other, based on these strengths and weaknesses, it is suggested that there are a 
number of common elements to both models. For instance, overall the RNR and 
GLM models of offender rehabilitation are based on the notion that offending 
tends to occur in the context of individuals attempting to satisfy their needs (or 
achieve their primary goods) in an antisocial manner, perhaps as a result of 
lacking internal and external resources that would allow them to do so in a pro-
social manner. As such, interventions based on this notion aim to help individuals 
develop resources that facilitate pro-social means of satisfying their needs. Given 
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such common underlying threads, it is suggested that both RNR and GLM 
rehabilitative approaches complement each other and that they in fact work well 
together to provide an overall holistic rehabilitative approach to the reduction of 
risk and increase in offender wellbeing.   
 
1.7 Chapter Summary  
 
From this review of the literature, it is evident that over time correctional 
responses to crime have swung from focusing on punishment and retribution to 
rehabilitation. The development of the RNR model of offender rehabilitation 
occurred during a time when the prevailing correctional culture was punishment-
focused, in part due to the ‘nothing works’ movement. The RNR model was based 
on empirical research during the ‘what works’ movement, which demonstrated 
that appropriate assessment and intervention could lead to a reduction in 
recidivism rates (Ogloff & Davis, 2004). In addition, the RNR model 
demonstrated that appropriate offender rehabilitation could result in greater 
reductions in recidivism than incarceration alone (Andrews, 1983; Gendreau & 
Ross, 1979).  
 
In contrast, the GLM was developed during a time in which offender 
rehabilitation was recognised and even endorsed by correctional policies (Ward, 
2002a; Ward & Stewart, 2003). Thus, rather than having to prove itself by 
focusing on the fundamental goal of reducing recidivism, the GLM was able to 
focus on developing interventions that not only aimed to reduce recidivism, but 
also endeavoured to increase the overall psychological well-being of offenders 
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(Ward & Stewart). Subsequently, the GLM has focused on offering a more 
holistic approach in offender rehabilitation, such as addressing contextual issues 
in an offender’s environment (especially upon their release from incarceration), 
and has opened the door to further investigations about what else may be 
beneficial in the quest to reducing recidivism. However, the efficacy of this 
‘broader focus’ has not (and possibly cannot) be tested.   
 
Although rehabilitative approaches, which can be used solely or in 
combination with the mainstay response of punishment, have a degree of 
effectiveness, recidivism is still very much an issue for the community, both 
nationally and internationally. As discussed earlier, in Australia, recidivism rates 
remain at approximately 50%, and imprisonment rates continue to rise, with a 
national increase of 20% (per capita), culminating in net prison expenditure which 
exceeds $2.6 billion per annum (ABS, 2008; Weatherburn, Froyland, Mofatt, & 
Corben, 2009). Therefore, contemporary scholars argue that the basic formula of 
punishment and rehabilitation responses to crime is simply not doing enough to 
reduce recidivism to an acceptable level, when approximately 50% of offenders 
return to either imprisonment or community corrections as a result of their 
reoffending (ABS, 2006; Shinkfield, 2006).  
 
Thus, despite the desired effects of punishment (e.g. to incapacitate and 
deter from future offending) and rehabilitative efforts (e.g. addressing 
criminogenic risks and equipping offenders with better skills to achieve their 
values/primary goods) something is not working. It has been noted within the 
literature that the stress associated with being imprisoned and the subsequent 
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isolation from important relationships can lead to a severe reduction in coping 
abilities as well as mental health problems (Haney, 2006). Perhaps, these negative 
effects are contributing to these unsuccessful outcomes by impacting not only the 
offender, but the environment to which he or she returns. Despite this, the 
negative impact of harsh punishment, such as incarceration, on both offenders and 
their families is rarely considered (Ward & Salmon, 2009). These issues are 
indicative of the need for a broader correctional response or approach to address 
recidivism, one that also encompasses psychosocial factors. Given this, a 
‘throughcare’ model of addressing recidivism has been proposed, where 
throughcare refers to offenders receiving treatment and support that commences 
in custody and continues after release into the community (Day, Ward & Shirley, 
2011). In light of this, the following chapter will consider a psychosocial 
approach, reintegration, which focuses on the needs of post-release offenders and 
how this correctional response can assist to address recidivism and rising re-
imprisonment rates.   
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CHAPTER TWO: THE MOVE TOWARD REINTEGRATION 
 
The previous chapter argued that the current correctional responses of 
punishment and rehabilitation are not sufficiently addressing recidivism and 
increasing imprisonment rates, and briefly introduced the concepts of throughcare 
and reintegration. Although these concepts are increasingly receiving interest 
among academics, politicians and the general public (Rocque, Bierie & 
MacKenzie, 2011), the needs of offenders transitioning or reintegrating into the 
community are not being sufficiently addressed (Gelb, 2011). Australian research 
into the delivery of throughcare is not well developed compared to international 
contexts such as the USA and the UK. There are also differing ideas about what 
throughcare means. As such, there are a number of gaps in our knowledge in 
relation to the specific post-release challenges faced by Australian offenders, and 
the best ways to approach their return to communities in a manner which 
decreases recidivism and maximises the chance of successful reintegration into 
the community (Day, Ward & Shirley, 2011). 
 
One such approach to this transition back to the community is the process 
of reintegration, which is concerned with assisting offenders to become active and 
productive contributors in their communities after involvement with the criminal 
justice system (CJS; Van Ness & Strong, 2003). A reintegrative focus may also 
assist in a fundamental shift within the CJS toward a more consequentialist 
approach to punishment, where sentencing focuses on achieving the best possible 
future outcome for offenders, rather than a non-consequentialist approach which 
has little consideration for long term outcomes (Scheffler, 1994). As such, 
64 
 
reintegration could act as a complementary goal of sentencing, which can 
supplement the current common correctional responses to crime and provide the 
missing piece in the development of a complete offender management system that 
significantly reduces recidivism. The current chapter aims to provide an overview 
of the process of reintegration and a number of theoretical perspectives, which 
can aid the understanding of reintegration. In addition, available definitions 
within the literature are discussed and an alternative definition of the reintegration 
process and its relationship to desistance from crime will be proposed. The 
chapter concludes by examining the reintegrative needs of offenders, with 
particular focus on the domains of employment and housing.    
 
2.1  Introducing reintegration 
 
Despite not being mentioned as a goal of sentencing in any Australian 
jurisdiction, all jurisdictions explicitly state a commitment to providing services 
that facilitate transition or reintegration, and policies related to reintegration 
continue to be developed (Attorney General’s Department, 2005). While the 
popularity of the concept of reintegration has recently risen, it was identified as an 
important endeavour by researchers such as John Irwin as early as 1970. Irwin 
(1970) suggested that the process of offender reintegration needed to be 
addressed, comparing it to the reintegration process of returning World War II 
veterans, which had already been widely researched and examined. With this in 
mind, Irwin reached the following conclusion:  
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“There is little indication either from the literature or from interviews of 
persons involved in dealing with parolees of the existence of any awareness of the 
broader aspects of the re-entry problem. This general blindness seems to be 
related to formal and informal societal conceptions of the ex-convict” (Irwin 
1970, p. 109).  
 
Despite these early sentiments about the importance of offender 
reintegration, it is only now, within the last ten years, that reintegration has once 
again been placed at the forefront of research and policy endeavours. In 
particular, reintegration policies have proliferated in response to increased rates of 
imprisonment. Such rates are resulting in an unprecedented number of prisoners 
returning to the community both nationally and internationally (ABS, 2009; 2010; 
Farkas & Miller, 2007). Despite there being a body of research testifying to the 
needs of post-release offenders, such as housing and employment, there is little 
evidence to support particular models of service delivery in meeting these needs 
(Shinkfield & Graffam, 2009). As such, there is no clear evidence from which to 
derive a clear understanding about what might be considered good practice in the 
area of reintegration, a marked contrast to the multitude of research articles on 
best practice in the rehabilitation field (Day, Ward & Shirley, 2011).  
 
2.2 Defining Reintegration 
 
Defining the term ‘reintegration’ is not a straightforward task. In its most 
basic form, reintegration in the forensic setting typically refers to the process of 
rejoining the community after a period of incarceration (Willis, 2009). However, 
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there are a number of alternative terms being utilised in reference to reintegration, 
including after-care, through-care, resettlement and re-entry, all of which can 
have slightly different connotations (Bain & Parkinson, 2010). The use of such a 
wide range of terms leaves room for confusion and leads to a lack of consistency 
within the research literature. Visher and Travis (2003) attempted to clarify such 
confusion by distinguishing between the term re-entry, which they suggest simply 
describes the physical movement of an individual from prison into the 
community, and reintegration, described as a process and goal that enables an 
individual to reconnect with the institutions of society. Baldry, McDonnell, 
Maplestone and Peeters (2003) also emphasise this sentiment and define 
reintegration as “the introduction and or return of the offender to functional, 
personally fulfilling, and responsible participation in wider society" (p. 2).  
 
Further complicating the matter is that some researchers use the terms 
rehabilitation and reintegration interchangeably (Wormith, et al., 2007). Although 
the two concepts are integrally related and share a common goal (i.e. reduced 
rates of recidivism), rehabilitation is conceptually different from reintegration. 
Rehabilitation focuses on psychological factors. Here, professionals aim to deliver 
best practice interventions to address criminogenic needs (RNR model) and 
enhance offenders' capabilities to lead a good life that is offence-free (GLM 
model). Reintegration on the other hand, addresses broader environmental or 
psychosocial factors such as housing and employment and the need for change 
and adaptation in the broader community (Braithwaite, 2000; Maruna, 2001). As 
such, the mechanisms of change within the two concepts differ. RNR models of 
rehabilitation primarily focus on risk management by focussing on assessing and 
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treating the risk of reoffending. Thus, rehabilitative programs based on the RNR 
principles aim to address these causes or contributing factors, such as lack of 
impulse control, lack of problem solving skills, antisocial attitudes, and cognitive 
distortions, to name a few (Andrews & Bonta, 2006). All of these factors require 
the offender to address these factors and consequently change.  
 
Reintegration also focuses on maximising factors that are associated with 
the desistance process or the cessation of criminal behaviour (Bottoms, Shapland, 
Costello, Holmes, & Muir, 2004). However, the change mechanism in 
reintegration is the process of the community accepting and enabling offenders to 
have equal opportunities to contribute to society, and therefore, taking shared 
responsibility for the process of successful reintegration (Taxman, Young & 
Byrne, 2004). Reintegration can therefore be considered to provide the physical 
and social infrastructure for the RNR and GLM models of rehabilitation to work. 
 
2.3 Desistance  
 
Desistance is another term that is also often used interchangeably with 
reintegration and other terms. Wormith and colleagues (2007, p. 880) for 
example, state that “successful reintegration means no return to crime”. However, 
the writer posits that desistance is an aim of reintegration rather than its 
definition. In addition, reintegration can influence the process of desistance, by 
strengthening an offender’s motivation to remain offence-free (Taxman, et al., 
2004).  As such, reintegration influences the process of desistance and can run in 
parallel with it, but the two concepts are not the same.  
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Like reintegration, the notion of desistance has been described in various 
ways; however, definitions that consider desistance to be a process, replete with 
lapses, relapses, and recoveries, rather than a desired outcome, are preferred by 
the writer, which is a view echoed among many researchers (Maruna, 2001; 
Sampson & Laub, 2003; The National Research Council, 2007; Willis, Levenson 
& Ward, 2010). The process of desistance is said to arise from “an interplay 
between individual choices and a range of wider social forces, institutional and 
societal practices, which are beyond the control of the individual” (Farrall & 
Bowling, 1996, p. 261).  
 
Brownell, Marlatt, Lichenstein and Wilson (1986) suggested that the 
process of desistance involves three stages: 1) motivation and commitment, 2) 
initial behaviour change, and 3) the maintenance of behaviour change. Similarly, 
Maruna, LeBel, Mitchell and Naples (2004) envisioned desistance as a process 
and suggested that both primary and secondary desistance exists. Primary 
desistance is suggested to occur at the most basic level and can be perceived as 
any offence-free gap in the course of an offending career. Secondary desistance 
moves beyond the behaviour of non-offending to the assumption of the identity of 
a 'changed person' by the individual and the community. Thus, in secondary 
desistance, offending stops and there is a reorganisation of identity away from 
deviance (Maruna, et al.). Maruna and Copes (2005) suggest that this occurs 
through a ‘redemption script’, which enables an offender to view their past as 
surmountable and subsequently redefine who they are and what they have 
experienced. It is suggested that if every offender experiences periods of non-
offending (primary desistance), and is labelled as 'rehabilitated' at this time, there 
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may be an increased possibility that they can move into secondary desistance 
(Maruna, et al.). Therefore, desistance may best be facilitated when the offender's 
behaviour change is recognised by others in the community and reflected back to 
them in a de-labeling process (Trice & Roman, 1970).  
 
Desistance research aims to understand the change processes that are 
associated with individuals turning away from lives of offending and becoming 
reintegrated into the community (McNeill, Batchelor, Burnett, & Knox, 2005). 
The social and psychological factors that are linked to desistance and aid 
reintegration have various terms within the research literature, including ‘hooks 
for change’ (Giordano, Longmore, Schroeder, & Seffrin, 2008), ‘turning points’ 
(Sampson & Laub, 2003), ‘change in narrative identity’ (McNeill, 2006), or 
‘making good’ (Maruna, 2001).  
 
Maruna’s (2001) study offers a particularly important contribution to 
understanding the psychological aspect of desistance by exploring the subjective 
dimensions of change (Mcneill, 2006). He compared the narrative scripts of 20 
persisters and 30 desisters who were matched according to similar criminogenic 
traits and backgrounds and who lived in similarly criminogenic environments. 
Maruna discovered that the offenders who were persisting held self-narratives 
which followed a ‘condemnation script’, which was characterised by “a lack of 
personal agency, a sense that they had nothing left to lose, and a focus on the 
pursuit of happiness through consumption and material gain” (p.575). In contrast, 
the offenders that were desisting held a self-narrative, termed ‘redemption script’, 
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which redeemed “themselves of their past and asserted a meaningful future” 
(Maruna, 2010, p. 575).  
 
This change in an offender’s self-narrative has also been identified as 
being an important part of recognising situations as ‘turning points’, which in turn 
“serve as the catalyst for sustaining long-term behavioral change” (Laub & 
Sampson 2003,:p.149). However, the question that remains is - which one comes 
first? For instance, some theories suggest that ”subjective changes do not simply 
accompany changes in the objective sphere of life, but trigger them as well, and 
determine how external events or physiological states will be interpreted and 
acted upon” (Gartner and Piliavin, p. 299). The major factors identified by the 
literature which appear to influence ‘turning points’ and the process of desistance 
include aging, marriage, work and job stability, education, cognitive 
transformation, the Pygmalion effect (social acceptance can increase an 
offender’s chances of positive change), spirituality, fear of serious assault, death, 
sickness, and incapacitation (Willis, Levenson & Ward). Given that these factors 
include both social and psychological elements, Bottoms et al. (2004) argue that 
desistance cannot be considered outside of the social context in which it occurs, 
as it very likely includes individual and community elements, which are also 
likely to interact. Such research emphasises the important role of reintegration in 
the desistance process, as reintegration aims to address the psychosocial factors 
that are linked to an offence-free lifestyle.  
 
Gobbel, Ward and Willis (2012) also conceptualize “desistance as an 
interaction between internal and external variables” which “incorporates 
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environmental, social, and psychological processes” (p. 461).  They developed a 
theory of desistance, the Integrated Theory of Desistance from Sex Offending 
(ITDSO). Although their notion accounts for the desistance process of sex 
offenders, they argue that it is applicable to other offence types also.   The ITDSO 
includes four phases. Phase 1, decisive momentum (initial desistance), refers to an 
entire phase, which includes openness to change, opportunities to change, 
environmental context and nascent identity transformation. It is suggested that 
during this stage, an offender experiences a life event (positive or negative) which 
can act as a catalyst for change, if the offender is open to change. The offender 
then experiences a period of self-reflection and evaluation, which can result in the 
critical evaluation of a current practical identity as an offender. This self-
evaluation can subsequently lead to the crystallisation of discontent with the 
current practical identity (of offender) and the desire to achieve a more adaptive 
identity, resulting in readiness to change. All of this occurs in an environment and 
the general social and cultural context, which also influence an individual's 
readiness to change (Gobbels et al, 2012).  
 
Phase 2, is the rehabilitation (promoting desistance) stage, which Gobbel 
et al, (2012) describe as a systematic process (which can be self-determined, 
professional, or informal) whereby actions are taken to work with the offenders in 
order to reduce recidivism. The model draws on both GLM and RNR 
rehabilitative theories with an aim of assisting offenders to identify their primary 
goods and the skills to acquire these goals in a more adaptive and pro-social 
manner. Thus, the “optimal outcome of the rehabilitation phase is a more or less 
72 
 
successful reconstruction of the self or a reestablishment of a previously adaptive 
self-conception” (p. 457).  
    
The third phase is the re-entry (maintaining desistance) phase, and 
involves employing all the factors that promote desistance after release from 
prison (Gobbel et al, 2012). Given that the transition from prison to community is 
often difficult with a number of barriers arising, Gobbel and colleagues suggest 
that one of the essential parts of the re-entry process is the maintenance of the 
commitment to change, despite these barriers. They propose that maintaining a 
commitment to change involves adopting a practical identity as a non-offender, 
and a Good Lives Plan that is adjusted to the offender's needs after release. They 
also note that it is important for the change in identity narratives to be recognized 
by others and reflected back in a de-labeling process (Gobbel et al.). 
 
The final phase is the normalcy/reintegration phase (successful 
maintenance of desistance over a long period of time), which is described as an 
extension of the third phase of re-entry. It refers to Farrall and Calverley (2006) 
notion of normalcy, which is seen as occurring when ex-offenders define 
themselves as “non-offending members of society” (p. 124). Thus, this final phase 
appears to denote the completion of an identity change from ‘offender’ to ‘non-
offender’, the ongoing maintenance work of the offender to maintain this identity 
change and the support and belief from the community that the change has 
occurred. This implies that “if the ex-offender is able to maintain his commitment 
to change despite all barriers”..…..he can “become” a non-offender (i.e. 
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exhibiting the same risk of offending as a person, who was never apprehended for 
a criminal offense)” (Gobbel, et al, 2012, p. 460). 
 
2.4 A new definition of reintegration  
 
Taking into account the various terms and conceptualisations of 
reintegration, Bartholomew, Pearson, Doroc, Andrews, and Brookstein (2011) 
have defined reintegration as an ongoing psychosocial process whereby 
opportunities for the offender to construct functional, personally-fulfilling, and 
responsible participation in wider society are sought, presented, and/or obstructed. 
This dynamic process involves the individual and the community to equal levels. 
In this bi-directional interaction, the community must be ready and able to allow 
the offender to participate in society at an equivalent level to other law-abiding 
citizens, and the offender must be subjectively ready and able to participate in 
society as a law-abiding citizen. While the central requirements (and thresholds) 
for a person with a criminal history to feel ready and able to work on their 
reintegration are dynamic and subjective, there are a number of factors, labeled as 
“domains of social inclusion” that can assist them in their ongoing efforts to desist 
and reintegrate. These domains are employment, housing, access to 
education/training, and quality family/ interpersonal relationships. The person 
with a criminal record faces obstacles to accessing these domains at the policy, 
proximity, and professional/organizational levels, and these obstacles can 
themselves be divided into those that are directed at reducing the risk of 
reoffending and/or other forms of risk management, and those that are premised 
on notions of reduced eligibility (forfeiture) or reduced chance of success. The 
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number and nature of these obstacles is an indicator of the community’s ability 
and readiness to play its role in the reintegration and desistance process. The 
process of reintegration parallels the process of desistance. While desistance is 
affected by and predictive of reintegration, reintegration is also affected by and 
predictive of desistance. Essentially then, the two processes become mutual 
protective factors for one another. The model is presented in Figure 1. 
 
A vital component of this model is the community’s readiness to be 
involved in the reintegration process and subsequently accept and support 
offenders returning to the community. The work of the Tri-Ethnic Centre for 
Prevention Research, and their development of The Community Readiness 
Model, demonstrates just how vital this component of the model is. Edwards, 
Jumper-Thurman, Plested, Oetting, and Swanson (2000) identified that 
communities can be at many different stages of readiness to implement new 
programs, and that the stage of readiness can be a major determining factor in 
whether the program is successful. Thus, the identification of the community’s 
readiness to accept reintegration is vital to its success, and subsequently a key 
issue to this thesis.  
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Figure 1 Model of interactive reintegration and desistance (MIReDe) 
 
As Figure 1 demonstrates, when offenders are released into the 
community, they are confronted by various factors that impact on their ability to 
successfully reintegrate; both community factors and offender factors. The first 
half of the model denotes the role of the community in the process of 
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reintegration. The first level notes the importance of community ability and 
community readiness. In essence, the community needs to have the resources (e.g. 
available and affordable housing or employment opportunities) and the readiness 
to accept and support offender reintegration (e.g. the community must be ready to 
give an offender a job or suitable house). The role of psychological factors, such 
as core beliefs, which are associated with community attitudes are crucial aspects 
here also. These underlying psychological processes can significantly impact 
upon the community’s willingness to be involved in the reintegration process. For 
instance, a community that believes offenders have the ability to change and 
therefore deserve a second chance is more likely to support an offender moving 
into their community than a community which holds the belief that offenders 
cannot change, and therefore pose a continuous risk.      
 
The next two levels depict the various types of barriers within the 
community that impact on each domain of social acceptance. The policy level 
refers to legislative policy that can act as a barrier (e.g. residency restrictions can 
prevent a sex offender from residing near a school). It refers to organisation 
policies (e.g. a business such as a bank may have an organisational policy that 
requires police checks to be conducted and those with a criminal conviction 
cannot be hired). The informal professional culture level refers to informal culture 
established within an organisation (e.g. a business may have a culture or shared 
belief that anyone with a criminal conviction cannot be employed there, but this is 
not a formal policy of the business). Finally, the proximity/personal level refers to 
an individual’s personal preferences (e.g. an individual refuses to work with an 
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employee who has a criminal record, or neighbours complain if of an offender 
lives nearby). 
 
The second part of the model reflects the offender’s contribution to the 
reintegration process. For each domain of social exclusion each offender will 
have a personal threshold and subjective experience of their access to that domain 
(e.g. one offender may have access to accommodation in a share house and find 
this type of accommodation acceptable whilst another offender may not find a 
share house acceptable, wanting his own accommodation, and feeling as though 
he is not a typical member of the community as a result).  In turn, an offender’s 
personal threshold and subjective experience of their access to a domain of social 
inclusion can impact on the next levels of the model: their ability and readiness to 
work on the reintegration and desistance process, which  can impact on each other 
(e.g. an offender’s motivation to continue with desistance can decrease if they 
cannot successfully reintegrate).  
 
The roles of psychological mechanisms of change and/or 
treatment/rehabilitation are crucial elements here, as they can have a significant 
impact on an offender’s readiness and ability to work on both reintegration and 
desistance. For instance, an offender who has completed a rehabilitation program 
may be more likely to have learnt pro-social means of achieving their needs (i.e. 
improved their ability) and decided that they no longer want to offend, 
subsequently creating a new identity as a pro-social member of the community 
(i.e. readiness).   
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Finally, by leaving the final boxes open, both the process of reintegration 
and desistance are depicted as ongoing processes that can be affected by any of 
the levels at any given time.  
 
As suggested in the model, successful reintegration relies on the 
community as much as it does on the offender. Given that most of the research 
literature investigates what offenders need to do in order to desist (e.g. engage in 
rehabilitation programs), there is a need to focus on members of the community, 
and what they think about reintegration, in order to gain an understanding of what 
they are willing to do to assist offenders with the reintegration and desistence 
process. Firstly though, it is important to get an understanding of the theoretical 
underpinnings of reintegration, which can assist the desistance process. 
 
As noted, reintegration is not a new concept and as such reintegrative 
theories and theoretical arguments about the influence that reintegration can have 
on the desistance process are strong within the research literature. Thus, the 
following section aims to highlight a number of influential theories that contribute 
to an understanding of the reintegration process, and how it can assist the 
desistance process. 
 
2.5 Reintegrative Shaming Theory 
 
As demonstrated in the Model of Interactive Reintegration and 
Desistance, reintegration involves a bidirectional relationship between the 
offender and the community, which is vital to its success. The notion that the 
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community is important in the process of reintegration is not new. An 
integral reintegrative theory, the Reintegrative Shaming Theory (RST), 
developed by Braithwaite (1989), acknowledged the importance of 
community understanding and willingness in the process of reintegration. His 
theory integrates the core variables of Labeling Theory, Social Control 
Theory and Subcultural Theory to propose a crime control scheme that 
replaces a stigmatising justice system (Zhang & Zhang, 2004). The essence 
of the theory is that the extent to which an individual engages in offending 
behaviour is affected by the way the state, society, community and the family 
sanction deviance (Braithwaite, 1989). The use of shaming to sanction 
deviance is said to be more important in crime control than punishment 
(Braithwaite & Daly, 1994). It is also a key means of achieving reintegrative 
shaming, which aims to decrease offending behaviour. Shaming, is defined as 
“any social process that expresses disapproval of a sanctioned act such that 
there is the intent or effect of invoking moral regret in the person being 
shamed” (Braithwaite, 1989, p. 100). Thus, the notion of shaming posits that 
offenders should acknowledge that they performed a wrongful and harmful 
act, experience shame as a result, and demonstrate a determination to avoid 
repetition of such behaviour (Hudson, 1998).  
 
In relation to the process of shaming, Braithwaite (1989) argued that 
“shaming by significant others should be more potent than shaming by an 
impersonal state” (p. 87), as most people are more concerned with how they 
are perceived by significant others, such as family, than by distant people, 
such as those in the justice system (Zhang & Zhang, 2004). Heimer and 
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Matsueda (1994) utilised the data from three waves (1977-1979) of the 
National Youth Survey (NYS; resulting in 1725 participants) when 
investigating role taking, role commitment and delinquency. They found that 
perceptions of parental disapproval had a significant effect on delinquency 
involvement. Similarly, Warr and Stafford (1991) and Warr (1993) 
investigated the role that parents and peers may play on an individual’s 
delinquent behaviour. They also utilised data from the NYS and found that 
peer disapproval of delinquency significantly and negatively affected 
delinquency and that the amount of time spent with family reduced, and may 
have even eliminated, the effect of peer influence. 
 
Braithwaite (1989) distinguished between two types of shaming. 
Reintegrative shaming (avoidance of stigmatising the offender) involves a 
sense of community acceptance of those offenders who express remorse, 
which reduces the likelihood of further offending behaviour. In contrast, 
disintegrative shaming (shaming that stigmatises offenders) can lead to an 
escalation of deviance, or offending behaviour (Hannem & Petrunik, 2007). 
Braithwaite argued that this is due to the fact that when society's reaction to 
offenders/deviants is to stigmatise, segregate, and exclude, the offenders are 
left with limited opportunities to achieve self-respect and affiliation with 
mainstream society. In contrast, they will be welcomed by offending groups 
who have also experienced stigmatisation, creating a cycle of offending 
behaviour. Thus, for successful reintegration to occur, not only must an 
individual accept conventional society in order to 'go straight', but 
conventional society must also accept them (Meisenhelder, 1982).  
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Braithwaite (1989) identified two facets of reintegrative shaming: the 
overt disapproval of the delinquent act (shaming) by socially-significant 
others, and the ongoing inclusion of the offender within an interdependent 
relationship (reintegration). Thus, reintegrative shaming is accomplished 
when shaming: (1) maintains bonds of love or respect between the individual 
being shamed and the individual doing the shaming, (2) is directed at the evil 
of the act, rather than the evil of the offender, (3) is delivered in a context of 
general social approval and (4) is terminated with gestures of acceptance and 
forgiveness (Braithwaite, 1989). In essence, this process requires working 
through the stigmatising power of labels such as ‘murderer’, ‘child molester’ 
and ‘paedophile’, all of which carry severely negative connotations. 
Similarities between reintegrative shaming and the principles of the GLM 
can be drawn, as both processes aim to condemn the act of offending, while 
affirming the potential human goodness of the offender in order to assist 
successful rehabilitation and reintegration. 
 
Like most theories, RST is not without its limitations. Braithwaite does 
not detail how the theory can be tested in an empirical setting. Constructs have 
not been operationalized, and the details of the necessary conditions of successful 
reintegrative shaming have been neglected (Hay, 1998, 2001; Zhang, 1995; Zhang 
& Zhang, 2004). However, Zhang and Zhang suggest that the scarcity of 
empirical research on RST is in part due to a lack of appropriate data. For 
instance, they report that most retrospective data sets do not include variables that 
were specifically constructed with testing the RST in mind. Thus, the majority of 
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researchers have to rely on using data designed for other purposes. Despite such 
challenges, several authors have attempted to operationalize and test RST.   
 
Hay (2001) completed an exploratory test of RST, focusing on the 
relationship between adolescents’ perceptions of their parents' sanctioning 
methods and their reports of predatory delinquency. Hay utilised a sample of 197 
adolescents aged between 14 and 17 years, with a sex ratio of approximately 1:1. 
Shaming was measured by having participants rate how much importance was 
placed by their parents on three goals when reacting to the violation of any rule. 
These goals included convincing the adolescent that what they did was immoral 
or unfair, making them feel ashamed or guilty, and having them make up for their 
actions by apologising or helping to erase any harm that they caused. 
Reintegration was measured utilising a four-item scale, asking participants to rate 
how much they agreed or disagreed with the notion that: 1) their parents believe 
they are a good person even when upset with them, and 2) that their parents treat 
them with respect when disciplining them. The last two items asked participants 
how likely it was that their parents would: 1) tell them they were bad kids, and 2) 
eventually express their forgiveness after they violated a rule.   
 
Findings indicated a strong relationship between parent-child 
interdependency and reintegration. Consistent with RST, Hay also found that a 
parent who has a strong relationship with their child is likely to sanction in such a 
way that reinforces that relationship. RST theory predicts that reintegration and 
shaming interact to produce the effects of reintegrative shaming. However, Hay 
(2001) found no interactive effect of shaming and reintegration (reintegrative 
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shaming) on projected predatory offenses. This suggests that reintegration and 
shaming combined may not produce an effect that exceeds the effect that each 
would have independently. As such, there is only partial support for the RST. A 
limitation of this study is that Hay only looked at the effect of parental 
sanctioning, when RST is a theory about sanctioning effects (i.e. it is necessary to 
consider sanctions administered from a variety of sources, such as parents, peers, 
schools, etc.). Zhang and Zhang (2004) improved on this by looking at the effects 
of parental and peer disapproval.  
 
Zhang and Zhang (2004) utilised a sample of 1725 participants from the 
first two waves of the National Youth Survey (NYS) to operationalize and test the 
key theoretical underpinnings of the concept of reintegrative shaming. The key 
independent variables included delinquency disapproval (shaming) and 
forgiveness of the delinquent (reintegration). They also included attachment to 
parents, attachment to peers, and peer delinquency as control variables. As such, 
they created two product terms - parental and peer disapproval of delinquency and 
their forgiveness of the delinquent - to represent parental and peer reintegrative 
shaming, respectively. To measure reintegration they used three questions from 
the NYS instrument, which participants rated on a four-point Likert scale (almost 
never to almost always). Results demonstrated significant negative correlations 
between parental shaming, parental forgiveness, and peer shaming, and 
participant involvement in predatory offences. For instance, involvement in 
predatory offending decreased as parental shaming, forgiveness and peer shaming 
increased.  However, multivariate analysis revealed that parental forgiveness and 
peer shaming had no significant association with the likelihood of predatory 
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offending when other variables were held constant. Further, peer forgiveness on 
its own increased the likelihood of involvement in predatory offences. As such, 
this study also only provided partial support for the RST.   
 
2.6 Frameworks underpinning Reintegration 
 
Although the research literature provides only partial support for the 
Reintegrative Shaming Theory, it has longstanding history within the field of 
reintegration and has provided the field with a comprehensive basis from which to 
understand the concept of reintegration. It has also been vital in emphasising the 
important role of the community in addressing offending behaviour and its role in 
the reintegration process. There are however, a number of additional contributing 
theoretical perspectives that can be useful in the endeavour to understand the 
process of reintegration and how it assists in desistance. Given that there 
continues to be a lack of literature on what is considered best practice in offender 
reintegration, it becomes increasingly important to consider the theoretical basis 
of reintegration practice (Day, et al., 2011).   
 
2.6.1  Labeling Theory  
 
Labeling Theory (LT) has had a dramatic impact on social policy and 
criminological research. For example, it resulted in the removal of status offences 
from the juvenile court jurisdiction in the USA in the 1970s (Robbers, 2009). The 
theory emphasises the negative consequences of societal reactions to deviance, 
which have more to do with stigmatising 'outsiders' than attempting to prevent 
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crime (Holmes, James, & Javad, 2003). At times, individuals are said to be 
stigmatised and socially-excluded to the extent that “they are assumed to pose a 
threat to others, contribute inadequately to the common good, violate social 
standards, and/or induce aversive emotions in other people” (Leary & 
Shreindorfer, 1998, p. 20).  Further, individuals who feel stigmatised can often 
avoid social interactions with ‘normal’ others, and subsequently spend more time 
with similarly stigmatised individuals or those who accept their stigma label 
(Herman, 1993; Pinel, 1999). As such, offenders may actually become more 
marginalised from their community and increasingly subsumed in a criminal 
subculture within which they feel accepted and less stigmatised. Such a view is 
also in line with Braithwaite’s RST, which emphasises the importance of an 
offender being able to develop bonds with the community.  
 
Tannenbaum (1938) proposed that a labelled or stigmatised individual 
would come to look at himself or herself based upon their perceptions of what 
other people believed he/she is, and that they would eventually behave as the 
label suggested. Thus, “the labeling experience serves to recast individuals in 
their own eyes as well as in the eyes of others" (Paternoster & Iovanni, 1989, p. 
378). Hence, at the core of labeling theory is that being labelled a deviant can be 
both the cause and effect of offending behaviour. Lemert (1951) distinguished 
between primary and secondary deviance with the former involving the initial 
experimentation with deviant behaviour (leading to the label) and the latter, where 
deviance actually becomes incorporated as a part of the individual and the 
individual then begins to encompass the role. Lemert asserted that primary 
deviance, an initial act of engaging in deviance, can result as a consequence of a 
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variety of triggers, while secondary deviance is said to take place when the 
individual begins to utilise their deviance or a role based upon it "as a means of 
defence, attack, or adjustment to the overt and covert problems created by the 
societal reaction to it" (p. 76). For example, "a person who began to drink heavily 
because of anxieties over his (or her) professional competence now drinks heavily 
because of the failures due to his drinking and corresponding sense of guilt and 
introjected self-definitions" (p. 28). Furthermore, society gives labelled 
individuals less opportunities, which can further shape their deviant trajectories. 
Therefore, the labeling process can move an individual from primary to secondary 
deviance.  
 
The effects of labeling and stigmatisation have been widely studied. 
Robbers (2009) utilised a qualitative method with a systematic random sample of 
153 offenders to examine the effects of labeling. She investigated both informal 
and formal sanctions among sex offenders and how these sanctions can affect 
reintegration. A strength of the study was that the responses were coded using 
open-coding techniques, and analyses were based on recurring themes rather than 
a pre-existing set of criteria. Analyses revealed many factors that prevented sex 
offenders from successfully reintegrating into their community. The majority of 
participants had been publicly labelled and cast out socially, resulting in negative 
treatment, ranging from minor incidents like harassment, to life altering 
experiences, like the loss of family support or employment. Further, most 
participants involved in high-profile cases indicated that the negative treatment 
they received intensified following media coverage. These findings demonstrate 
the negative effects of disintegrative shaming, and identify formal and informal 
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sanctions that may prevent sex offenders from becoming re-involved in the 
community. 
 
McGrath (2009) measured subjective interpretations of the court 
experience and then determined the extent to which variations in these 
perceptions predicted reoffending. He interviewed 206 participants who were 
required to attend the New South Wales Children’s Court. Results indicated that 
those participants who felt stigmatised at the end of the court process were more 
likely to reoffend. Further, those individuals who felt they were at greater risk of 
arrest if they were to reoffend, and those who reported the sentence they received 
would prevent future offending were less likely to reoffend.  
 
Bernburg and Krohn (2003) investigated the effects of labeling and life 
chances on adult crime. Their analysis was conducted with data from the 
Rochester Youth Development Study (RYDS), a multiwave panel study of the 
development of delinquent behaviour among adolescents and young adults. The 
sample consisted of 1000 students and interviews were conducted with each 
adolescent and their parent or primary care giver over a four and a half year 
period (waves 1 through 9). After a two and a half year gap, adolescents and 
parents were again interviewed once a year for another three years (waves 10-12). 
The study was also designed to oversample youths at high risk of delinquency and 
drug use, as the base rates of these behaviours are relatively low. Results 
indicated that official police and juvenile justice intervention had an indirect 
effect on adult crime through reduced educational attainment and unemployment. 
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Further research by Bernburg, Krohn and Rivera (2006) investigated the 
short term impact of formal criminal labeling on involvement in deviant social 
networks and likelihood of subsequent delinquency. They utilised the data 
gathered in the RYDS study, described above. Analyses indicated that 
involvement in juvenile justice and formal criminal labeling were significantly 
associated with an increased probability of serious delinquency in a subsequent 
period. Furthermore, Bernburg et al. found that official labeling triggered 
processes that increased an individual’s involvement with deviant peers.  
 
From the above studies, it is evident that labeling individuals, from the 
stage of adolescence, can impact on their educational and vocational 
achievements. In turn, these factors increase the likelihood of offending behaviour 
in adulthood. Further, continued labeling throughout adulthood can result in 
social exclusion and limited social supports, which increases an individual’s 
likelihood of engaging with antisocial peers. All of these factors are then likely to 
increase the risk of further offending behaviour. These findings are also consistent 
with RST, whereby the effects of disintegrative shaming are said to result in 
labeling, subsequent disengagement from mainstream society, and acceptance 
into an offending subculture.  
 
2.6.2 Social Learning Theory  
 
The risks associated with increased involvement with antisocial peers can 
be best understood from a Social Learning Theory (SLT) perspective. It is noted 
that there are two versions of SLT, one within criminology (developed by Agnew, 
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Akers and others) and the other within psychology (e.g. Bandura, 1971). The 
focus in this thesis is on the criminological version of SLT.  
 
The criminological version of  SLT found its roots in differential 
association theory, developed by Edwin Sutherland (1947), who identified nine 
basic principles of differential association: 1) Criminal behaviour is learned; 2) 
Criminal behaviour is learned in interaction with other persons in a process of 
communication; 3) The principal part of the learning of criminal behaviour occurs 
within intimate personal groups; 4) When criminal behaviour is learned, the 
learning includes techniques of committing the crime, which are sometimes very 
complicated, sometimes simple and the specific direction of motives, drives, 
rationalizations, and attitudes; 5) The specific direction of motives and drives is 
learned from definitions of the legal codes as favourable or unfavourable; 6) A 
person becomes delinquent because of an excess of definitions favourable to 
violation of law over definitions unfavourable to violation of the law; 7) 
Differential associations may vary in frequency, duration, priority, and intensity; 
8) The process of learning criminal behaviour by association with criminal and 
anti-criminal patterns involves all of the mechanisms that are involved in any 
other learning; 9) While criminal behaviour is an expression of general needs and 
values, it is not explained by those needs and values, since non-criminal 
behaviour is an expression of the same needs and values. 
 
Differential association theory basically suggests that individuals who 
associate with criminal peers are more likely to engage in criminal behaviour as 
they are exposed to and receive reinforcement for particular behaviours and 
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attitudes (Agnew, 2005). However, Burgess and Akers (1966) drew on learning 
and behaviourism literature and revised these nine principles in an attempt to 
provide a more precise theory of how criminal behaviour is learned. They 
developed seven principles of social learning theory in relation to offending 
behaviour (p. 146). These suggest that:  
1) Criminal behaviour is learned through operant conditioning  
2) Criminal behaviour is learned both in non-social situations that are 
reinforcing or discriminative, and through social interaction in which 
the behaviour of other persons is reinforcing or discriminative for 
criminal behaviour;  
3) The principal part of the learning of criminal behaviour occurs in those 
groups which comprise the individual’s major source of 
reinforcements;  
4) The learning of criminal behaviour, including specific techniques, 
attitudes, and avoidance procedures, is a function of the effective and 
available reinforcers and the reinforcement contingencies;  
5) The specific class of behaviours that are learned and their frequency of 
occurrence are a function of the reinforcers which are effective and 
available, and the rules or norms by which these reinforcers are 
applied; 
6) Criminal behaviour is a function of norms which are discriminative for 
criminal behaviour, the learning of which takes place when such 
behaviour is more highly reinforced than non-criminal behaviour;  
7) The strength of criminal behaviour is a direct function of the amount, 
frequency, and probability of its reinforcement. 
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Thus, if an offender associates with individuals who hold antisocial 
attitudes and are involved in offending behaviour, they are likely to receive 
support (and reinforcement) for their offending. Conversely, if an offender were 
to associate with individuals who hold pro-social attitudes and are not engaged in 
offending behaviour, they would be likely to receive support for avoiding 
offending behaviour and antisocial peers. Therefore, an offender’s ability to desist 
from offending behaviour can be heavily influenced by the offending behaviour 
and beliefs of their interpersonal networks (Capaldi, Kim, & Owen, 2008; 
Giordano, Cernkovich, & Rudolph, 2002; Shroeder, Giordano & Cernkovich, 
2008). Further, it has been found that in almost all studies that include a measure 
of delinquent peers, this factor strongly predicts delinquency or crime (Warr, 
2002).  
 
Cooper, May, Soderstrom and Jarjoura (2009) examined theoretical 
predictors of substance use among a sample of incarcerated youth. They utilised 
the self-report data of 808 incarcerated youths, aged between 12 and 20 years, in 
Indiana. A stepwise linear regression analysis indicated that the social learning 
index was significant in three of the four models. In addition, SLT was found to 
be the second strongest theoretical predictor of substance use, with delinquent 
peers and their social reinforcement having a strong influence on youth’s 
involvement in substance use.  
 
A further important component of SLT is self-efficacy, which, in the 
context of desistance from crime, is considered to be an individual’s belief in their 
ability to remain offence-free and to comply with any release requirements (Bahr, 
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et al., 2010). Self-efficacy is posited to significantly influence an individual’s 
response to peer influences and their own behaviour. For example, if an offender 
has low self-efficacy they may be more likely to be influenced by deviant peers, 
or to put less effort into complying with release conditions, especially when 
obstacles arise (Bahr et al.).   
 
In summary, SLT assists in developing an understanding of the 
importance of offenders having the opportunity to develop appropriate ties within 
their community post-release. The studies presented demonstrate that if these ties 
are not created with appropriate members of the community, individuals are more 
likely to engage with antisocial peers who will support and encourage their 
antisocial behaviour. In essence, SLT also highlights the importance of 
reintegration, which is concerned with assisting individuals to develop these 
community ties. If we are able to support individuals and include them within 
mainstream society, they can begin to develop relationships with pro-social peer 
networks that can model and reinforce appropriate behaviour and attitudes. 
However, in order for this to occur, the community must be willing to look 
beyond the label of "offender" and accept the offender into the community. The 
willingness of the community to do so is of particular importance in this thesis.   
 
2.6.3 Social Control Theory:  
 
The importance of developing pro-social bonds with family and peers is 
also highlighted by Social Control Theory (SCT), which suggests that behaviour 
change processes can be assisted by the bonds (i.e. such as a marital bond or 
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stable employment) that individuals develop (Giordano, et al., 2002; Hirschi, 
2009). Thus, according to SCT, when offenders develop bonds to conventional 
individuals or institutions they develop a bigger stake in behaviour change, which 
may act as a constraining influence when they are tempted to participate in 
offending behaviour. For example, obtaining secure and satisfactory employment 
means that an offender has something to lose if they engage in behaviour that 
could result in the loss of that employment (Bahr, et al., 2010; Laub & Sampson, 
2001). It is when these controls break down or weaken that deviance, or offending 
behaviour, is more likely to occur (Akers, 2004). 
 
Hirschi (1969) suggested that there are four elements to a social bond, 
which depending on their strength, can influence the effect of that bond on 
behaviour. These are attachment, commitment, involvement, and belief. 
Attachment is the affective and emotional element of the bond, or the value that 
individuals place on their relationships with significant others (Payne & Salotti, 
2007). For instance, the closer the attachment between an offender and their 
conformist network (e.g. supportive wife), the less likely they are to engage in 
offending behaviour. Commitment is the extent to which the offender has an 
investment in the norms of society, and the stronger the commitment to healthy 
institutions such as school or employment, the stronger the bond. Involvement 
relates to the amount of time or energy the offender engages in conformist 
activities such as employment. Finally, belief is the extent to which an individual 
believes in society’s moral validity and laws (Hirschi, 1969). 
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Using a convenience sample of 747 students, Payne and Salotti (2007) 
examined the comparative ability of Social Control and Social Learning theories 
to predict crime on a college campus in a mid-Atlantic region. Results of 
correlation and regression analyses indicated that both SLT and SCT components 
were related to crime and drug use. Further, the greatest amount of variance was 
explained by models that included elements of both theories. Cooper et al. (2009) 
also investigated the predictive power of SCT, utilising an SCT index, measured 
by a four-item school attachment scale. He compared SCT with social learning, 
strain, and non-social reinforcement theories to determine which theory produced 
the most significant associations with serious delinquency and substance use. 
Results indicated that the SCT index was the third strongest theoretical predictor 
of substance abuse amongst incarcerated youth. Non-social Reinforcement 
Theory and Social Learning Theory were found to be the first and second 
strongest theoretical predictors respectively.   
 
In addition, several studies by Sampson and Laub (Laub, Nagin & 
Sampson, 1998; Laub & Sampson, 1993; Sampson & Laub, 1993) investigated 
the relationship between SCT and offending. In one of these studies, Laub et al., 
(1998) utilised a dynamic statistical model to examine longitudinal data from 
Glueck and Glueck’s (1950, 1968) seminal study of criminal careers.  They 
posited that investment in social relationships is a gradual and cumulative 
process, and that accordingly, the resulting process of desistance would be a 
gradual and cumulative process. They aimed to test this notion of gradual change. 
Results indicated that desistance from crime is facilitated by the development of 
quality marital bonds, and that the influence of such bonds tends to be gradual and 
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cumulative over time. Such findings make intuitive sense as the effects of a good 
marriage take time to appear, developing slowly over time before they can assist 
to inhibit offending behaviour.  
 
From the above, it is apparent that SCT adds further weight to the 
importance of developing social bonds within the community. While SLT 
demonstrates that the bonds formed with pro-social individuals serve as role 
model and reinforcement opportunities, SCT adds that these bonds can occur with 
individuals and institutions. In essence, these bonds tie the individual to their 
community, exerting a constraining influence on their offending behaviour, as 
over a period of time, the individual builds up higher levels of commitment via 
the traditional institutional frameworks of family and work. The reintegrating 
offender then has a greater stake in behaviour change as they have more to lose if 
they reoffend. Again, this demonstrates the importance of the community and the 
reintegration process. In order for an individual to develop these bonds, and 
subsequently have more reasons to desist, the community must not only be 
willing to give them an opportunity to do so, but be willing to develop these 
bonds also.    
 
Both SLT and SCT pay particular attention to the environments into which 
offenders return and the bonds created within those environments. Thus, the focus 
is on how these environments and bonds can impact on the desistance process. 
Although very important, focusing solely on creating a positive environment and 
associated pro-social relationships is an incomplete manner in which to view the 
desistance process, as there is no focus on what the individual offender has to 
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offer. Further, it may even be futile if offenders themselves do not see and/or 
utilise the opportunities generated within these environments and relationships. 
Therefore, it is also important to pay attention to individual offenders and the 
manner in which their own cognitions can impact on the desistance process. The 
next theory discussed, Cognitive Transformation Theory, emphasises the 
offender's own role in creatively and selectively utilising elements in their 
environment, including, but not limited to, positive influences such as a spouse 
(Giordano, Cernkovich, & Rudolph, 2002). 
 
2.6.4 Cognitive Transformation Theory 
 
Cognitive Transformation Theory (CTT) has roots in symbolic interaction 
theory, which emphasises the social nature of mental processes and their 
connection to language and communication, and highlights an individual’s 
creative capacity. It is suggested that although the environment can make 
significant life changes possible, it is up to the individual to pay attention to these 
possibilities, discard old habits and to begin the process of changing their life 
(Giordano, et al., 2002). Therefore, an individual’s subjective stance and their 
own psychological processes are especially important during this process.  
 
However, this process of paying attention to new possibilities and 
subsequently making life changes is not a quick and simple one. It requires not 
only new learning (e.g. new employment skills), but the unlearning of previous 
thinking patterns and underlying beliefs in order to change associated behaviours. 
For instance, Klein and Baxter (2006) contrasted cognitive and behavioural 
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learning through a CTT lens, and found that learning is more than adding 
additional information to what we already know. Rather, they noted that learning 
is about changing the way we understand events, changing the way we see the 
world, and changing what counts as information in the first place. Therefore, in 
order to maintain desistance, an individual must be willing and able to move away 
from the comforts of their old behaviours, allowing them to see their environment 
differently and be open to new experiences. For example, an offender who made 
his living selling illicit substances for large profits would need to readjust his 
beliefs and financial expectations in order to see ‘straight’ employment in a 
positive light, and subsequently, to be willing to engage in it. 
 
Utilising a CTT perspective, Giordano, et al. (2002) investigated factors 
influencing desistance from crime in a sample of serious adolescent male and 
female delinquents. They distinguished between four types of intimately-related 
cognitive transformations. First, individuals need to develop an openness to 
change and be ready to engage in what is required to make this change. The 
second type of cognitive shift requires individuals to be exposed to particular 
circumstances or “hooks” that help them move toward change. This type of shift 
emphasises the reciprocal relationship between an individual and their 
environment, as someone can be exposed to a “hook”, but they must also have the 
desire to change. The third shift occurs when the individual develops a 
conventional replacement self and, the fourth occurs when there is a 
reinterpretation of previous illegal behaviour. For example, successful 
reintegration can assist an offender to commence thinking about the possibility of 
change, such as gaining full time employment (“hook”). They then begin to see 
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themselves in a different and more positive light, like a contributing member of 
society. Finally, they may then look back on their offending behaviour as 
something they need to avoid because it only brought forth negative 
consequences. 
 
Terry (2003) also investigated desistance, and like Giordano, et al., (2002) 
described it as a conversion process that can take a considerable amount of time.  
He observed that this conversion process often begins when an individual 
reassesses their life after a certain event, or a “hook”. These circumstances could 
range from becoming ill to being offered employment or settling down in a 
relationship. He also found that drug treatment was a hook for change and also 
provided reinforcement for offenders’ abandonment of their old life style and 
their development of a new self-concept. Such findings are also consistent with 
Maruna’s (2001) research, which posits that desistance requires a conscious 
reformulation of one’s identity.  
 
In essence, the preceding theories highlight that a combination of 
environmental, social and individual factors are involved in the desistance 
process. The fifth theory to be discussed is Life Course Theory, which aims to 
provide a more holistic view of desistance by integrating the above mentioned 
theories (social learning, social control and cognitive transformation).   
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2.6.6 Life Course Theory 
   
Life Course Theory (LCT) was originally developed in the 1960s and was 
subsequently adopted by Laub and Sampson (1993; 2003). Laub and Sampson 
(1993) recognised the significance of continuity and change across the life course 
and as a result view desistance as a process that occurs over a period of time and 
depends on agency, structured routine activities, and social controls.  
Accordingly, they suggest the process of desistance can be aided by an 
individual’s agency. For instance, when offenders make an individual choice 
(agency) to alter their own view of themselves, their future and their behaviour, 
their motivation for change can increase. When they engage in structured, routine 
activities, such as employment, it is suggested, they are more likely to be 
provided with appropriate role models, reinforcement of good behaviour, support 
and networks, as well as limited time to engage in offending behaviour. It is also 
proposed that these activities will give them an opportunity to develop bonds with 
others or institutions, which can act as informal social controls and provide 
reinforcement for appropriate behaviour and attitudes.  
 
In contrast to other life course models, Laub and Sampson (1993) 
emphasise the quality and strength of social bonds. For instance, a marriage in 
itself may not be a sufficient means to increase social control; however if the 
marriage involves close emotional ties and mutual investment, the bond is 
increased and consequently so is the social control. Further, Laub and Sampson 
also emphasise the role of ‘turning points’, or changes in life course, which can 
significantly alter an individual’s trajectory. For instance, for an individual who 
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may have experienced a difficult childhood and be on the path towards offending 
behaviour, the occurrence of a turning point could significantly alter this path. 
Turning points can be abrupt (for instance the death of a loved one) and result in a 
radical turn around; however, in most cases they are considered to be part of a 
process that occurs over time rather than being a dramatic lasting change that 
takes place at any one time (Pickles & Rutter, 1991; Laub & Sampson). 
 
Bahr and colleagues (2010) utilised life course theory to explore the 
process of offender reintegration with a sample of 51 parolees, utilising both 
quantitative and qualitative methods. They interviewed participants at four time 
points (shortly after release, 1, 3 and 6 months after release), and monitored the 
outcomes of their parole for three years to determine how many were still on 
parole, how many had successfully completed parole, and how many had returned 
to prison. Thus, the dependant variable was parole success, measured by formal 
discharge.  Life course theory was used as a guide to select independent variables 
which included experiences in prison, frequency of participation in pleasurable 
activities with friends, employment status (including hours worked and type of 
employment), family relationships, including marital or partner status, closeness 
to each parent, place of residence, the nature and extent of contact with family, 
and, if participants were parents, the nature and frequency of contact with 
children.  Cognitive transformation theory informed the further independent 
variables including attitudes about the self, plans for the future, attitude towards 
recovery, challenges, resources, and drug use. The investigators also looked for 
themes within participant answers about choices and reasons for successes and 
failures. 
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A three-step analysis was conducted and included zero order correlations 
between parole success and the predictor variables, and binary logistic regression 
to estimate how the variables predicted parole success and participants’ 
perceptions of the parole process. Contrary to what was expected, quantitative 
analyses demonstrated that closeness to mother and father, having a partner, being 
a parent, and education level were not related to successful completion of parole. 
However, offenders who succeeded on parole were more likely to have completed 
a substance abuse class (either during incarceration or upon their release), spent 
more time engaging in enjoyable activities with friends, and were employed for at 
least 40 hours per week. Qualitative analyses revealed that those who completed 
parole successfully reported having more support from family, and friends and 
had greater self-efficacy, which assisted them to remain drug free and stay away 
from antisocial peers who continued to utilise drugs. 
 
Evidently, the environment into which an offender returns can be 
important. In particular, the relational bonds they form in this environment 
provide a foundation that makes it possible for them to construct significant life 
changes. However, the individual must themselves attend to these new 
possibilities, discard old habits and begin the process of creating this new life 
(Giordano et al, 2002).  As such, together, these theories demonstrate the 
importance of a bidirectional relationship between an offender and their 
community environment in the reintegrative and desistance processes. The 
following section explores Ecological Systems Theory, which expands upon this 
notion of a bidirectional relationship between a person and their environment.   
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2.6.5 Ecological Systems Theory 
 
Ecological Systems Theory (EST), originally developed by 
Bronfenbrenner (1979) as a theory of human development, emphasises a holistic 
and bidirectional view of human behaviour. EST posits that individuals are 
embedded and influenced by a series of environments or “nested structures”, 
which have bidirectional influences on each other. As such, EST conceptualises 
individual development to be a result of these bidirectional influences. Three 
levels are identified: the microsystem (e.g. the individual), which is embedded 
within an exosystem (e.g. interpersonal connections, such as the family which 
surrounds the individual), which is in turn contained within the macrosystem (e.g. 
sociocultural norms and institutions). Thus, an ecological approach assumes that 
individual behaviour can only be understood by taking into account factors at 
each of these levels.   
 
Graffam and Naccarella (1997) expanded upon the original EST and 
applied it to other populations. They utilised a sample of 91 participants to 
investigate employment outcomes among individuals with a psychiatric disability. 
In addition to Bronfenbrenner’s structures, they included biological, 
psychological and behavioural variables that are inherent in an individual, and 
investigated their impact on an individual’s employment success. Results 
indicated that a combination of client-related, employment support and local 
community factors impacted upon employment outcomes. Similarly, Graffam, 
Smith, Shinkfield, and Polzin (2000) applied an ecological systems approach to 
investigate conditions that promote or constrain employment success for people 
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with a disability. Again, analyses supported the ecological systems approach, with 
a combination of individual factors, management and cost factors, and social 
factors impacting upon employment outcomes.   
 
An ecological systems approach has also been found to be applicable in 
the area of sexual revictimisation. Grauerholz (2000) applied such a framework to 
investigate the influence of personal, interpersonal, and socio-cultural factors that 
contribute to sexual victimisation. She identified a number of risk factors for 
revictimisation that were encompassed within each of the ecological systems: the 
microsystem, exosystem and macrosystem and noted that it was a useful approach 
in which to understand and organise various research findings. These findings 
again demonstrate that various issues, such as employment, revictimisation, or 
even reintegration are affected by a range of factors and not simply the individual 
person concerned.   
 
Applied to offender reintegration, EST would suggest that both an 
offender’s personal traits and their surrounding environment play a significant 
role in offending behaviour/desistence. Accordingly, Graffam, Shinkfield, 
Lavelle, and McPherson (2004) investigated variables impacting upon successful 
reintegration, which they defined as successful transition to a positive drug-free 
and crime-free lifestyle. They conducted semi-structured interviews with twelve 
offenders and twenty-two professionals from the criminal justice, 
accommodation, employment support, and rehabilitation program sectors. An 
interview discussion sheet was developed that listed six broad domains 
influencing reintegration including personal conditions, social 
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network/environment, accommodation, the criminal justice system, rehabilitation 
and counselling support, and employment and training support. Participants were 
then asked to identify variables within each domain that could affect success or 
failure in offenders making a positive life transition. Results indicated that 
readiness to change, stable housing, employment, avoiding illegal activity, 
complying with mandatory reporting, remaining free of dependency, and 
addressing basic education and training needs were considered to be related to 
successful reintegration.  
 
What becomes evident from the above is that individuals have a complex 
bidirectional relationship with their environment. The EST is able to provide a 
useful framework in which to understand this relationship, and helps to organise 
what is currently known about the process of reintegration and the factors (from a 
number of different levels) that impact on its success. Such an approach assists 
researchers to move beyond individualistic explanations, and to consider the 
complex relationships between personal, interpersonal and sociocultural factors 
contributing to desistance and reintegration.  
 
2.7  Chapter Summary  
 
The current chapter introduced the concept of reintegration and suggested 
that it could act as a complementary goal of sentencing. That is, it could 
supplement the current correctional responses to crime, and provide the missing 
link in the development of a complete offender management system that 
significantly reduces recidivism. Reintegration definitions were discussed, and a 
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differentiation was made between the term re-entry and reintegration. Re-entry 
was defined as a term to simply describe the physical movement of an individual 
from prison into the community. A new definition of reintegration was proposed, 
which sees it as an ongoing psychosocial process whereby opportunities for the 
offender to construct functional, personally-fulfilling, and responsible 
participation in wider society are sought, presented, and/or obstructed. It also 
presented reintegration as a dynamic process, which involves the individual and 
the community to equal levels. In this bi-directional interaction, the community 
must be ready and able to allow the offender to participate at an equivalent level 
to other law-abiding citizens, and the offender must be subjectively ready and 
able to participate in society as a law-abiding citizen.  
 
Reintegration is clearly a complex and multifaceted process. In order to 
gain a better understanding of reintegration and the factors underpinning it, this 
chapter then turned its focus toward a number of supportive theories. First, 
Reintegrative Shaming Theory (RST) was presented as an integral reintegrative 
theory, which was the first to highlight the important relationship between the 
offender and the community and the impact this relationship has on offending 
behaviour. The theory focuses on the offending behaviour not the offender, 
positing that there should be formal disapproval of the criminal act (shaming) and 
ongoing inclusion of the offender by socially significant members of the 
community. Thus, it was a significant theory as it established the process of 
reintegration and how it could be achieved, i.e. via mechanisms like the family, 
and shaming. Second, Labeling Theory was discussed as another influential 
theory that has had a dramatic impact on social policy and criminological 
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research. It emphasises how society can shape offender outcomes, for instance via 
the negative consequences of labeling and stigmatisation. These consequences 
include secondary deviance and identity change, including the development of an 
antisocial identity and subsequent increased association with negative peer 
influences.  
 
Next, Social Learning Theory was presented. This theory posits that we 
develop and learn behaviours and attitudes by observing and modelling those in 
our social circle, including family and peers. Thus, if an individual is involved 
with antisocial peers they are more likely to develop attitudes and behaviours that 
support an offending lifestyle. In contrast, if an individual associates with pro-
social peers they are more likely to develop attitudes and behaviours that support 
a pro-social lifestyle, and to turn their back on offending behaviour. Social 
Control Theory therefore emphasises the importance of developing bonds to pro-
social individuals and institutions as this results in an offender developing a 
greater stake in the change process as they have more to lose if they engage in 
anti-social behaviour. Thus, identifying community support for reintegration will 
give some understanding of community readiness to engage with offenders, and if 
there is opportunity for offenders to develop pro-social bonds and subsequently be 
exposed to pro-social environments.    
 
Cognitive Transformation Theory, which highlights the importance of the 
individual’s own readiness and capacity to identify opportunities for change and 
then act on these opportunities, was then presented. Finally, Life Course Theory 
and Ecological Systems Theory were discussed. The former, incorporates the 
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ideas of the social learning, social control and cognitive transformation theories; 
however, it places additional emphasis on the quality of, and strength of social 
bonds, whilst the latter emphasises that people are not individual entities, but are 
embedded in and influenced by a number of environments, which must also be 
considered. These sentiments are also emphasized in the Model of Interactive 
Reintegration and Desistance, where both the offender’s and community’s 
openness to new opportunities and willingness to enable these opportunities is 
vital to reintegrative success. Thus, in exploring community views toward 
reintegration, this thesis will provide an understanding of where the community 
currently sits in their willingness to participate in the reintegration process. 
 
Taken together, these theories not only emphasise the interactional and 
psychosocial nature of crime, but also form complementary parts of an integrated 
and holistic explanation of how reintegration is inherently linked to the desistance 
process. For instance, an individual commits an offence, is labelled an offender 
and is subsequently stigmatised and socially excluded from his or her local 
community. He or she develops an antisocial identity and begins associating with 
antisocial peers who accept their behaviour and possibly even encourage it. 
Among these new peer associations, the individual is provided with models of and 
reinforcements for their behaviour, and subsequently develops attitudes and 
behaviours that support an ongoing offending lifestyle. These attitudes, the 
behaviour, and the stigma associated with their offender label result in alienation 
from pro-social peers and family, and act as a barrier to securing employment. 
Thus, the individual loses their stake in conformity, and their motivation and 
agency to change decreases. Finally, the individual no longer has the capacity or 
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willingness to identify opportunities for change and to act on these opportunities. 
Accordingly, for this individual to be able to successfully reintegrate back into the 
community, all of the above components, social and psychological, need to be 
addressed (e.g. a psychological shift in their identity and agency, increase in 
motivation, the development of new peer associations, opportunity for 
employment, etc.).  
 
In essence, these theories underpin the reintegration process, highlighting 
the many factors that are needed to increase the chances of it being successful, 
and subsequently to decrease recidivism. Furthermore, these theories emphasise 
how addressing reintegration can assist with the desistance process. For instance, 
the development of a positive environment with pro-social peers, increases the 
stake in conformity, and contributes to the development of a new pro-social 
identity. However, it is important to move beyond a theoretical lens and focus on 
reintegration in practice, and to the issues that may obstruct a shift from theory to 
execution. Thus, the following chapter will explore the reintegrative needs of 
offenders on a practical level.  
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CHAPTER THREE: REINTEGRATION IN PRACTICE 
 
3.1 Reintegrative needs of offenders 
 
If reintegration is to be pursued as a legitimate approach to addressing 
recidivism, as are punishment and rehabilitation, then it is vital to consider the 
needs of offenders upon their release from custody. Identifying the needs of 
offenders is not a new notion; however it is the first step in being able to assess 
community attitudes about, and their willingness to allow, offenders opportunities 
to address these needs. Without community support, or at the very least non-
obstruction, successful reintegration will be impossible to achieve.   
 
Jacobson, Phillips and Elgar (2010) investigated the major reintegration 
needs of Black, Asian and minority ethnic (BAME) offenders. They recruited 113 
offenders via prisons, probation offices, and community-based service providers. 
They interviewed 40 incarcerated prisoners on an individual basis, 25 incarcerated 
offenders in focus groups, 28 offenders on license following completion of their 
custodial term on an individual basis, and 20 offenders no longer on licence, on 
an individual basis. Further individual interviews were held with probation staff, 
prison officers, representatives of non-statutory service providers, and senior 
National Offender Management Service (NOMS) officials. Four focus groups 
were also conducted with a mix of prison staff and prison based non-statutory 
service providers. 
 
110 
 
From these interviews, Jacobson et al. (2010) concluded that both 
offenders and service providers viewed reintegration needs as predominantly 
generic rather than ethnically specific. Ethnicity was seen as a factor, which 
alongside other social, political and economic factors mediates, but does not 
define an individual’s reintegration experiences. Furthermore, they put forward 
eight core elements of reintegration: 1) accommodation, 2) education, training 
and employment, 3) mental and physical health, 4) drugs and alcohol, 5) finance, 
benefits and debt, 6) children and families, 7) focus and motivation and 8) social 
inclusion. Many participants accorded weight to differing combinations of these 
elements; however accommodation and employment were the most frequently 
cited as important.  
 
Stable and suitable accommodation (e.g. away from old neighbourhoods 
and antisocial peers), was regarded as a crucial factor by participants, which 
significantly impacted on their ability to make progress in any other areas. For 
instance, participants noted that, without accommodation, it is difficult to claim 
social security benefits, or to commence searching for employment.  Similarly, 
participants also described employment as fundamental as it enabled them to 
make other positive developments in their lives. The majority of offenders did not 
cite significant mental or physical health issues or drug and alcohol as important 
concerns. However, those who did, reported that without sufficient support to 
address these areas, they were unlikely to successfully reintegrate into the 
community or maintain an offence-free lifestyle. Most respondents spoke of the 
importance of family ties, which would not only offer emotional support, but also 
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practical support such as accommodation, and in some cases assistance with 
gaining employment.  
 
A recurrent theme was that of focus and motivation, with the majority of 
offenders stating that successful reintegration relies heavily on these factors. For 
instance, it was stressed that the majority of goals, such as accommodation and 
employment, could be achieved if an offender maintained focus and motivation 
on achieving these goals. Finally, some participants spoke of reintegration being, 
in part, a matter of developing a sense of community inclusion or belonging. This 
included both ‘practical’ and ‘emotional’ aspects of community belonging and 
inclusion, with the emotional aspect being regarded as more difficult to achieve. 
Participants felt that ‘practical’ inclusion encompassed accommodation and 
employment, whereas ‘emotional’ inclusion encompassed being trusted and 
believed in by the community again, and given a second chance to become a 
valued and contributing member of society. It is suggested that this need for 
emotional inclusion, where the offender becomes a valued and contributing 
member of society, can be interpreted to include the development of a 
‘replacement self’ or ‘new identity’ i.e. the change from ‘offender’ to “valued 
member of society”. Thus, a change in the way one views themself, i.e. one’s 
identity, is suggested to be an important part of reintegration.  
 
Shinkfield (2006) also investigated the reintegration needs of offenders. 
She applied Ecological Systems Theory (EST) to offender reintegration and 
developed a three part ecological model of reintegration, which includes (1) intra 
personal conditions, including physical and psychological health, substance use, 
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education, skill levels and emotional state, (2) support conditions, including, 
social support, support services, criminal justice support, and (3) subsistence 
conditions, including finance, employment and housing. Furthermore, Shinkfield 
and Graffam (2009) provide a conceptual framework for understanding the 
contribution of these variables to, and their impact on, successful reintegration. A 
sample of 79 adult prisoners (54 male and 25 female) completed a pre-release 
questionnaire one month before their release onto parole. This questionnaire 
focused on prison-related variables, participant background, and anticipated 
conditions upon release. Upon their release, participants completed a post-release 
questionnaire at two different time points (one to four weeks and three to four 
months after release). This questionnaire focused on the quality of life conditions 
experienced by offenders following their release from custody.   
 
Shinkfield and Graffam (2009) identified 13 outcome variables as 
measures of community reintegration within each of the three conditions noted 
above. Six intrapersonal condition variables were measured on three occasions: 
pre-release, 1-4 weeks post-release, and 3-4 months post-release. Four subsistence 
condition variables and three support condition variables were measured at the 
two post-release points, as they specifically referred to post-release conditions. 
The intrapersonal condition variables included: rating of current physical health, 
rating of current psychological health, number of drugs used, number of times the 
participant has used drugs, number of times the participant had drank alcohol and 
the number of alcohol drinks consumed in a session. The subsistence condition 
variables included: proportion of time spent in the same housing, proportion of 
time spent in employment, amount of money that the participant had for living 
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expenses per 2-week period, and perceptions of the impact of lack of money on 
lifestyle. Finally, the three support condition variables included: number of people 
who had provided the participant with support, level of practical support, and 
level of emotional support. 
 
Analyses indicated that current health ratings and several indicators of 
drug use were significantly different over the three measurement phases. For 
instance, psychological health was lower in the post-release measures, which may 
reflect a general level of distress associated with community re-entry and 
reintegration. Substance use appeared to have a significant impact on community 
reintegration of offenders, with the results indicating an increase in both the 
frequency of drug use and the extent of polydrug use over the post-release period. 
Although there was no change in financial circumstances, the average income (as 
per a two week period) reported at both post-release points placed participants in 
the category of low-wage earners. Furthermore, the proportion of time in paid 
employment remained low (at about 24%) and unchanged over the post-release 
period, affirming that prolonged periods of unemployment are common for 
offenders. The number of significant others identified by participants also 
remained low, with an average of three support people (mainly family) at each of 
the post-release periods. More positive results were found for housing, which 
remained highly stable over the post release period.  Thus overall, results 
indicated that offenders face a multitude of challenges during the reintegration 
process, with employment, a healthy lifestyle, and support (including 
psychological health and the cessation or minimisation of substance use) 
particularly difficult to achieve.  
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The emotional state of offenders prior to and upon release can also 
significantly impact upon reintegration, especially for those offenders who have 
served lengthy prison sentences. The concept of institutionalisation is 
underpinned by the monotony of prison life, which can result in apathy, decreased 
motivation, and a dependency on routine (Irwin & Owen, 2004). Within the 
confines of prison, offenders can exist in an almost robotic state where they 
simply abide by a strict day-to-day routine, which includes being told when to eat, 
exercise, shower, etc. (Pryor, 2001). In this manner, they are less likely to take 
responsibility for themselves, and after a prolonged period in this environment, 
can be at risk of losing their ability to function as an autonomous, responsible 
being (Davies, 2011; Pryor). Thus, when an offender is released into the 
community, this state of mindlessness can pose a significant barrier to their 
reintegration. For instance, Jewkes (2005) found that offenders sentenced to life 
in custody, who were released into new environments without being 
psychologically ready, were less likely to disengage from their offending 
identities than those who reported feeling ready prior to their release.  
 
With a sample of 101 adult prisoners (72 males and 29 females) 
Shinkfield and Graffam (2010) investigated prison-related experiences and 
quality of life conditions for offenders post-release. Participants completed a Beck 
Depression Inventory (BDI-II) and the Beck Anxiety Inventory (BAI) at each 
time point. Analyses indicated that the mean BAI results (which were in the low 
range) were unchanged across the time periods, suggesting that low levels of 
anxiety were maintained throughout the reintegration process. In contrast, the 
mean BDI-II results were significantly higher at pre-release than post release; 
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however they significantly increased between the first month and fourth month 
post-release. Such results appear indicative of two things. First, they demonstrate 
the negative impact that imprisonment can have on mental health, in either a 
precipitating or maintaining manner. Second, they indicate mental health during 
the process of reintegration fluctuates. This could be due to the initial optimism 
experienced post-release contributing to an improved mental state; however, in 
the longer term such feelings may be mitigated by the frustration and realisation 
of the difficulties and barriers experienced during the process of reintegration. 
Analyses also indicated a significant relationship between demographic variables, 
reintegration variables, and emotional state following release. The significant 
demographic variable was age, and the reintegration variables consisted of 
improved psychological health (self-rated on the post release questionnaire), and 
participation in a post release program.  
 
In order to gain a better understanding of what differentiates successful 
and unsuccessful parolees, Bahr, et al., (2010) investigated the reintegration of 51 
parolees for three years following their release from custody. They defined 
successful parolees as those who were discharged from parole three years after 
their release. The study examined the extent to which family bonds, friendships, 
drug treatment, employment, identity and age were associated with reintegration 
success. Parolees who had increased self-efficacy or agency, and identity were 
more likely to stay away from negative peers and drug use, and to successfully 
complete parole. During initial interviews, successful parolees had already 
developed a replacement self. For instance, they commented on the changes they 
had made, were more open to change, expressed hope, and discussed how they 
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would adhere to parole requirements. In contrast, unsuccessful parolees were 
more fatalistic. They made comments about how difficult it was to remain drug 
free, that they were often tempted, that they struggled to stay away from old 
friends. They did not have confidence in their ability to remain drug free and 
comply with parole requirements. 
 
A positive social environment, with positive support, has been identified 
as another important factor in the success of reintegration. For instance, Hanson 
and Harris (2000) demonstrated that recidivist offenders had fewer positive social 
influences and a higher rate of negative social influences than those who did not 
re-offend. Research by Hepburn and Griffin (2004) supported these findings. 
They conducted a prospective study with a sample of 258 adult males convicted 
of child molestation, and followed the sample from the date of their release onto 
parole (from January 1st 1997 onwards) until the completion of their parole or the 
end of data collection (March 30, 2001). Analyses indicated that social bonds 
with friends and family, and fulltime employment significantly affected 
successful adjustment to probation and as such, successful reintegration during 
the first three years of release. Given that offenders remained on probation, and as 
such were supervised throughout the study, a stronger test of such findings would 
examine outcomes after the completion of parole.  
 
Finally, the quality of release planning also appears to impact on 
reintegration success and subsequent reoffending. For instance, Willlis and Grace 
(2008) investigated whether the quality of release planning impacted upon sexual 
recidivism rates for a group of 81 male sex offenders (39 recidivist and 42 non 
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recidivist) who completed a 32 week prison based treatment program in New 
Zealand. Participants were matched on static risk level and follow up time. The 
authors developed a coding protocol (which focused on accommodation, social 
support, idiosyncratic risk factors, employment, GLM secondary goods, and 
motivation) to measure the quality and comprehensiveness of the reintegration 
planning and retrospectively applied this protocol to the sample. Overall, the 
results indicated that the quality of reintegration planning was poorer for the 
sexual recidivist group than the non-recidivist group of sex offenders. However, 
reintegration planning was not found to be significantly related to violent or 
general recidivism for the recidivist group. More specifically, the recidivist group 
was found to have significantly lower scores for the accommodation, employment 
and GLM secondary goods aspects of the release planning as well as for the total 
reintegration planning score. Finally, of all the identified areas of release 
planning, results indicated that accommodation appeared to be the one aspect of 
reintegration planning that had the strongest link to recidivism.  
 
Evidently, reintegration includes both psychological factors such as 
motivation and focus to implement and maintain change, and broader social 
factors and/or processes, including, but not limited to education, financial 
stability, employment, access to accommodation, family and, community support, 
stigma and labeling. Employment and housing requirements have been of 
particular focus within the research literature, which has often demonstrated that 
that they are both linked to recidivism (e.g. Graffam, Shinkfield, Mihailides, & 
Lavelle, 2005; Hanson & Morton-Bourgon, 2005; Zample & Quinsey, 1997). In 
particular, some researchers have even suggested that housing, in addition to other 
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basic needs (e.g. food), should take precedence over needs such as mental health 
treatment (Hammet, Roberts, & Kennedy, 2001). This is based on the notion that 
stable housing can provide a safe base for offenders, which in turn can make it 
easier for them to engage in local services, treatment, receive benefits, and search 
for employment. As such, both employment and housing can have a significant 
impact on an offender’s reintegration success and are therefore considered 
important domains of reintegration. Accordingly, the following section will 
consider the literature on employment and housing.  
  
3.2 Domains of reintegration 
 
3.2.1 Housing  
 
Stable and suitable accommodation has been cited as a vital factor in 
assisting offenders to desist from crime (Jacobson et al., 2010). However it has 
also been cited as one of the most difficult factors to obtain, with offenders often 
reporting that they were willing to engage in offending behaviour in order to have 
somewhere to sleep (Helfgott, 1997). It is postulated that appropriate 
accommodation can assist an offender in a number of ways. In a practical manner, 
it enables the offender to have a safe place to live. It also requires that the 
offender take on the role of responsible house owner or tenant, which necessitates 
certain behaviours, routines and adherence to certain rules, (i.e. paying rent on 
time, if the accommodation is to be maintained).  Further, it enables individuals to 
engage in positive interactions with neighbours in their community, who can 
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reinforce pro-social behaviours, assist the individual to feel as though they are a 
member of a community, and to accordingly develop a new pro-social identity.   
 
Carlisle (1996) interviewed 175 prisoners shortly before their release, 23 
professionals associated with helping offenders to maintain or to find 
accommodation, and 61 ex-prisoners, or a close relative, between four and eight 
months after their release, to collect information about their housing experiences. 
She found that two-thirds of ex-prisoners who had unsatisfactory accommodation 
reoffended within twelve months of their release, whereas only a quarter of those 
with good accommodation reoffended. Schram, Koons-Witt, Williams III and 
McShane (2006) also found that female parolees who had unstable 
accommodation were significantly less likely to complete their parole 
requirements. In fact, unsatisfactory accommodation was the highest predictor of 
unsuccessful attempts at completing parole, increasing the chance of non-
completion by 95%.    
  
Baldry and colleagues (2003) also conducted a research project 
investigating the bearing of different forms of housing on the social reintegration 
of ex-prisoners. They interviewed 194 and 145 prisoners (75% male and 25% 
female) in NSW and Victoria respectively, just prior to their release and then 
again at three, six and nine months post release. Questions focused on offenders' 
housing and social experiences prior to their incarceration and at the three time 
points after their release. It was found that 20% of the NSW and 12% of the 
Victorian samples were homeless prior to their incarceration and 49 offenders out 
of the 229 (21.4%) who were interviewed at post release points were  homeless 
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after their release. There were significant associations between being homeless 
and/or not having accommodation support and returning to prison. At the nine 
months post-release stage, 34% of the entire sample had been re-incarcerated.  
 
3.2.2 Employment  
 
Employment has also been identified as a vital aspect of reintegration, as it 
not only provides crucial financial support, but it also provides an offender with a 
conventional social role that can give them standing within their community and 
enable them to be viewed as (and feel as though they are) a contributing member 
of society (Graffam, Shinkfield, Mihailides & Lavelle, 2005). A number of 
studies have investigated the relationship between employment and recidivism 
with evidence demonstrating that unemployment is significantly related to 
reoffending. For example, Corrections Victoria estimated that approximately 60-
70% of offenders are unemployed at the time that they reoffended (as cited in 
Graffam, et al., 2004).   
 
Bahr et al. (2010) investigated factors related to successful reintegration 
and found that the number of hours of employment per week was associated with 
a greater likelihood of success on parole. For instance, those offenders who were 
engaged in employment for at least 40 hours per week were more likely to 
complete parole successfully. Similarly, Schram et al., (2006) investigated the 
needs of 546 female offenders returning to the community and how unmet needs 
affected reintegration outcomes. Their analyses suggested that those women who 
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were consistently unemployed throughout the 12 month study period were more 
likely to be unsuccessful in their attempts to compete their parole.  
 
Uggen (2000) investigated whether employment is a ‘turning point’ in the 
life course of offenders (Life Course Theory). He utilised the data from a large 
scale experimental program, the National Supported Work Demonstration Project 
in the US, which collected data from 3000 individuals with official arrest history. 
Uggen found that offenders who were aged 28 years and over were less likely to 
report crime and arrest when they were provided with marginal employment 
opportunities. As such, employment was found to be a turning point for older and 
not younger offenders.  
  
Tripodi, Kim and Bender (2010) utilised a random sample of 250 Texas 
parolees released from custody between 2001 and 2005, to explore whether 
employment is associated with reduced recidivism.  They found that obtaining 
employment upon release from custody was associated with a 17% reduction in 
recidivism (measured by the Cox hazard ratio). However, this was not found to be 
statistically significant. Tripodi, et al. also investigated the relationship between 
employment and time to re-incarceration and found that those offenders who 
obtained employment remained out of custody significantly longer than those that 
did not. 
 
In summary, both accommodation and employment play a significant part 
in the reintegration process and additionally in an offender’s desistance from 
crime. Given that reintegration includes the domains of housing and 
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accommodation, it is critical to focus on understanding, supporting and improving 
the process of reintegration for offenders and the community in order to ensure its 
success (Shinkfield & Graffam, 2009). Unlike other sentencing goals, such as 
punishment and rehabilitation, the process of reintegration, including the domains 
of employment and accommodation, rely heavily on active community 
involvement, support and participation.  
 
3.3 Chapter Summary 
 
Chapter One provided an overview of punitive and rehabilitative 
responses to crime. It discussed the evidence for these approaches in addition to 
the primary approaches to rehabilitation, including the Risk Needs Responsivity 
Model and the Good Live Model. However, despite continued use of punishment 
and the advances in rehabilitation programs throughout the last 20 years, 
imprisonment rates continue to rise and approximately 50% of offenders are 
returning before the criminal justice system, either via imprisonment or 
community-based sanctions. Such outcomes are indicative of the need for a 
broader correctional response or approach to address recidivism, one that also 
encompasses psychosocial needs.  
 
Chapter Two presented a number of theoretical perspectives, all of which 
help to illuminate the processes that underlie reintegrative ideas and the ways that 
a reintegrative ethos can reduce recidivism. Concepts of labeling, social learning 
and social control were explored, emphasising the importance of addressing both 
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psychological and social reintegrative factors on both an individual and 
community level.  
 
Subsequently, this chapter focused on reintegration at a practical level, 
whereby a number of factors, labeled “domains of reintegration”, were identified 
as key elements of desistance via reintegration. These domains are housing, 
employment, access to education/training, and quality family/interpersonal 
relationships. In particular, the domains of housing and employment were 
explored in more detail given their strong link to recidivism. Both of these factors 
are commonly cited by offenders as being two of the most vital factors to 
establish the stability needed to create a new life and subsequently aid desistance. 
However, offenders also claim that these are also quite difficult to achieve. 
  
It is important to note that in order to address these domains of 
reintegration, community support and acceptance is a necessity (Brown, Spencer, 
& Deakin, 2007). This means that reintegration cannot be said to have 
successfully occurred until the offender is viewed as a full and active member of 
the community, who contributes both to the community and wider society (Brown 
et al.). Reintegration therefore involves a bidirectional relationship between the 
individual (e.g. their agency) and the community (willingness to provide 
opportunities for change). As such, reintegration is the only response to crime that 
actively involves the community and relies upon its support for success. 
 
Given the vital role that the community plays in the process of 
reintegration, an understanding of community views and attitudes towards not 
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only reintegration as an idea, but also issues of eligibility and personal 
preparedness to engage is imperative. However, what is currently known about 
the process of reintegration is scant and as such the following chapter will aim to 
discuss community attitudes about a number of reintegrative-related factors such 
as attitudes towards punishment, rehabilitation, and offenders, and the 
employment and housing of offenders.  
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CHAPTER FOUR: COMMUNITY ATTITUDES 
 
A degree of community acceptance of, and confidence in, criminal justice 
practices is necessary for a well-functioning judicial system, and as such, 
community confidence in the criminal justice system (CJS) is of a high priority to 
governments. Roberts and Indermauer (2007) suggest that criminal justice policy, 
in particular sentencing policy, is largely based on assumptions about public 
attitudes. Similarly, Maruna and King (2004) suggest that sentencers are reluctant 
to utilise community-based sanctions as penalties, regardless of their levels of 
effectiveness, if they assume the community would disapprove of these options. 
Mackenzie (2005) also found that judges are sensitive to what they perceive 
public attitudes to be. As such, dispelling myths about public opinion might be 
most crucial in the area of non-custodial sentences and processes such as 
reintegration, where a lack of community understanding and acceptance can be 
the greatest obstacle (Flanagan, 1996).  
 
Despite the community’s active role in the reintegration process, limited 
research exists on community attitudes towards reintegration (Roberts & 
Indermaur, 2007). In fact, most research on community attitudes has focused on 
punitiveness and the factors that may influence such beliefs and attitudes. 
Typically, the focus has been on understanding the impact of demographic 
factors, such as gender, age, level of education and employment (for example, 
Leverentz, 2011). However, such research provides only surface accounts and 
understanding of primarily static and unchangeable differences. Such 
understandings are insufficient as they cannot elucidate the psychological 
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processes that may be underlying community attitudes. This in turn makes it 
difficult to implement strategies to change them or address any misconceptions. 
The current chapter aims to explore community attitudes toward a number of 
justice-related factors, such as crime and sentencing, rehabilitation, punishment, 
offenders, and the reintegrative domains of housing and employment. In addition, 
this chapter aims to explore variables that may impact on community attitudes, 
including demographic factors and more dynamic variables, such as instrumental 
and expressive factors. Identifying if specific groups of individuals hold more 
negative attitudes toward reintegration and other justice related issues can guide 
efforts to influence change with tailored strategies aimed at building community 
support and dispelling community misconceptions.   
 
4.1  What impacts on attitudes?  
 
4.1.1  Demographic Factors 
 
Examining and understanding community attitudes and where they stem 
from is not a straightforward task. Early research in this area examined 
demographic predictors that relate to punitiveness (Allen, 2002; Hough & Moxon, 
1985; Roberts & Hough, 2002). Variables typically examined included age, 
gender, income, education, race and marital status. Findings relating to gender 
and attitudes toward crime and punishment have been varied, with some studies 
indicating gender differences (Cullen, Fisher & Applegate, 2000; Mattinson & 
Mirrlees-Black, 2000) and others finding no relationship (Gilbert, 2007; Sanders 
& Hamilton, 1987). Within the literature that reports gender differences, it is most 
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often reported that females are more likely to support offender rehabilitation and 
less likely to support harsh punishment than males (Cullen, Fisher & Applegate, 
2000). For example, utilising data from the British Crime Survey, Mattinson and 
Mirrlees-Black found that men were more likely to say both magistrates and 
judges are out of touch, and that their sentences are far too lenient.  
 
In relation to age, some studies have reported increased punitiveness with 
age (Gerber & Engelhardt-Greer, 1996; Indermaur & Roberts, 2005), while others 
have found no consistent relationship (Kury & Ferdinand, 1999). Mixed findings 
have also been reported in relation to income. For instance, Kury and Ferdinand 
found that those individuals with the lowest incomes were the least punitive, 
while Dowler (2003) found the opposite. In contrast, a relationship between 
punitiveness and education, whereby punitiveness decreases with increased 
education, has consistently been reported (Indermaur & Roberts).   
 
Parental status has also been investigated within the research literature, 
with a number of studies demonstrating that parents and individuals living with 
children demonstrate similar attitudes (Craun & Theriot, 2009; Hirschfield & 
Piquero, 2010; Katz-Schiavone, Levenson, & Ackerman, 2008). However, some 
findings have found that parental status does have an impact on attitudes, but in 
opposing directions. For instance, Levenson, Brannon, Fortney, and Baker (2007) 
found parents were less tolerant and experienced a higher degree of anger in 
regards to a sex offender moving into their neighbourhood (Caputo & Brodsky, 
2004). In contrast, Schwartz, Guo and Kerbs (1993) found parents held less 
punitive attitudes towards the sentencing of juvenile offenders. One explanation 
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for these contrasting results may be that parents tend to be more protective of 
children generally, thus wishing to protect them from sex offenders and a punitive 
justice system.  
 
In relation to race, African Americans are often reported to be less 
punitive than Caucasian Americans (Dowler, 2003). Finally, those participants 
who are married (Dowler, 2003) or widowed (Gerber & Engelhardt-Greer, 1996) 
have been found to be more punitive than others. A more comprehensive review 
of research and the impact of each of these demographic variables on the punitive 
attitudes is beyond the scope of this chapter. However, further focus will be 
devoted to the impact of gender and parental status on participant attitudes.  
 
Although demographic factors, such as those discussed above, have been 
found to relate to punitiveness in the public opinion literature, they typically do 
not explain any more than 10 percent of the variance in attitudes (Cullen, Clark, 
Cullen & Mathers, 1985; Fox, Radelet, & Bonsteel, 1991). In addition, without a 
theory to explain the relationships identified, they simply remain incidental 
correlations. Thus, examining whether attitudes stem from more dynamic factors, 
such as knowledge and beliefs or emotions and experiences, would add a deeper 
level of understanding. It is this deeper understanding that could subsequently 
assist researchers, governments and policy makers to develop tailored strategies to 
build community support for correctional responses such as rehabilitation and 
reintegration.  
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In their ground breaking research, Tyler and Boeckmann (1997) proposed 
two theoretical frameworks for understanding community attitudes. Utilising a 
random sample of 166 adults living in Northern California, with a mean age of 43 
years, they investigated why the public supports the punishment of offenders. To 
measure attitudes related to punishment they investigated support for the 'three 
strikes' rule, overall punitiveness, and willingness to abandon procedural 
protections. To investigate what variables impacted on participant attitudes, they 
measured a number of factors including participant judgements about crime and 
the courts (asked to evaluate the crime problem and the courts), judgements about 
the social world (in the respondent’s local community [California], condition of 
family, and diversity of the population), and social values (authoritarianism, 
dogmatism, and liberalism). From their results, Tyler and Boeckmann suggested 
that in addition to the standard demographic factors, participants' explanations for 
punitive community attitudes fell within two main categories: expressive and 
instrumental explanations. Further, they found that punitive attitudes were driven 
more by underlying concerns about social cohesion (expressive factors) than 
concerns about crime and safety (instrumental factors).  
 
What is clear from these results is that there are greater influences at play 
when it comes to understanding community attitudes than simply focusing on 
demographic factors. As suggested above, it is these additional factors (the 
underlying beliefs and emotions that are triggered), which can assist researchers 
to develop a greater understanding of attitudes and how best to target them when 
a change in attitudes is sought. Understanding these underlying factors and how 
they pertain to attitudes towards reintegration is a central focus of this thesis. As 
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such, the following section will focus on reviewing the literature on the influence 
of expressive, instrumental and core belief factors on attitudes toward CJS-related 
issues such as punitive attitudes.  
 
4.1.2 Expressive Explanations of attitudes 
 
Expressive explanations of attitudes suggest that punitive attitudes serve 
an expressive or symbolic function, and as such are concerned with the moral 
meaning of rule breaking behaviour (Garland, 2001). Expressive explanations 
posit that rule-breaking behaviour is an affront to social and moral values and 
norms, and that punishment reasserts community commitment to those values 
(Miller & Vidmar, 1981; Vidmar & Miller, 1980). It is thus suggested that people 
want to punish rule-breakers because rule-breaking behaviour poses a threat to the 
moral cohesion of society. Punishment then serves as a tool which reasserts social 
values and the obligation to obey social rules (Hamilton & Sanders, 1988). 
Measures of expressive explanations tend to include variables such as knowledge 
of, and confidence in the criminal justice system, and beliefs about crime salience, 
each of which is discussed below.  
 
4.1.2.1 Knowledge of, and confidence in, the criminal justice 
system 
 
Confidence in the criminal justice system, including the courts has not 
been widely studied in Australia. The main national source of data related to such 
issues is the Australian Survey of Social Attitudes, which is a mail-out survey that 
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aims to measure social attitudes and behaviours over time. Indermaur and Roberts 
(2005) analysed the national data from a 2003 survey, and found that 13% of 
people had ‘a great deal’ of confidence in the police, while 57% had ‘quite a lot’ 
of confidence in police in their own state or territory. However the sample was 
less supportive of the courts, with 46% reporting they had ‘not very much’ 
confidence in the courts and legal system, and a further 24% reporting ‘no 
confidence’. In a subsequent analysis of the data from the 2007 Australian Survey 
of Social Attitudes, Roberts and Indermaur (2009) again found that the sample 
had lower levels of confidence in the courts than in the police, and the confidence 
in the prison system was even lower. Their analyses also demonstrated that 
younger respondents and individuals who had had some contact with the courts 
reported higher levels of confidence.  Further, lower confidence was reported by 
those who preferred harsher sentences.  
 
Confidence in the courts also has immediate relevance to perceptions of 
sentencing severity, with research consistently finding a strong relationship 
between ratings of confidence in the courts and perceptions of severity. In 
particular, individuals who feel that sentences are too lenient typically have 
significantly less positive views of sentencers (Hough & Roberts, 1998; 2004; 
Mattinson & Mirrlees-Black, 2000). Similar results were found in research 
undertaken by the Sentencing Advisory Council (Gelb, 2011c). Utilising a 
random sample of 1200 Victorians recruited between December 2008 and April 
2009, Gelb investigated the predictors of punitiveness, which was measured via a 
scale of seven items. A number of possible predictors were included and were 
categorised into socio-demographic and attitudinal variables. Analyses identified 
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a number of factors that were related to punitiveness. Individuals who relied on 
commercial/tabloid media sources, had a lower education level, classified 
themselves as low income earners, and lived in non-metropolitan areas were 
significantly more punitive. Those who described themselves as politically 
conservative, perceived current sentences as too lenient, had low confidence in 
sentencing, were less likely to accept alternatives to imprisonment, perceived that 
crime was increasing, and were more worried about crime, were also found to be 
significantly more punitive. Furthermore, analyses indicated that knowledge of 
the criminal justice system predicted punitiveness better than demographic, 
political and religious factors. In line with these findings, Samra-Grewal and 
Roesch's (2000) study investigating 264 undergraduate students' attitudes towards 
conditional release, also found that respondents with greater knowledge of the 
criminal justice system were less punitive and more supportive of conditional 
release.  
 
Overall, these findings indicate that the public is often confident in the 
police, and presumably their ability to apprehend offenders convicted of various 
crimes. However, this confidence decreases when it comes to the courts and, in 
particular, the prison system. Such findings suggest that the public is not satisfied 
with the manner in which offenders are dealt with by the courts and prisons, with 
a common belief being that sentencing is too lenient. This belief is  then often 
reflected in the common sentiments that police work hard to catch offenders, only 
to have the courts let them go, resulting in various offenders roaming the streets. 
Subsequently, it makes intuitive sense that if the public believe these offenders 
are roaming the streets, they would also believe that they are likely to be 
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dangerous and engaging in criminal behaviour. As such, the following section 
will review the literature on public opinion about crime rates and how this 
impacts on attitudes.  
 
4.1.2.2  Beliefs about crime rates (crime salience) 
 
Research on public opinion suggests that members of the general public 
are rather uncertain about official crime statistics, no matter who collects them, 
and that in general, they do not approach crime in a critical manner (Maruna & 
King, 2004). However, the public also holds considerable interest in all aspects of 
crime and justice, and has a seemingly insatiable need for often highly distorted 
tales of ‘true crime’ and ‘reality’ police dramas (Maruna & King). In addition, 
individuals tend to hold very strong beliefs about issues of justice and punishment 
and have no great concern that these beliefs are not founded in criminological 
science. Such beliefs make it imperative to gain a better understanding of 
community attitudes.  
 
One of the most frequently-repeated findings in the literature is that 
members of the general public generally have little knowledge about the workings 
of the criminal justice system, or crime rates (Roberts 1992; Vandiver & 
Giacopassi 1997). The perception that crime rates are increasing is common in 
Australia (Weatherburn & Indermaur, 2004) and in other Westernised countries 
(Hutton, 2005; Pfeiffer et al., 2005), and appears to have largely been accepted as 
a social ‘fact’ (Garland, 2001).  Mattinson and Mirrlees-Black (2000) investigated 
public knowledge of crime and sentencing, utilising data from the British Crime 
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Survey (BCS).  Participants were asked whether they believed that recorded crime 
for the country as a whole had increased, decreased, or stayed the same over the 
previous two years. They were also asked to indicate how many crimes they 
believed involved violence or the threat of violence out of every 100 crimes 
committed. Analyses indicated that 59% of the respondents thought that crime 
rates had increased in the previous two years (1996-1998), despite it actually 
decreasing, and four out of five people substantially overestimated the proportion 
of crime that was violent (30% or more).  
 
Similarly, Roberts and Indermauer (2009) investigated Australians’ views 
about crime and justice utilising data from the 2007 Survey of Social Attitudes. A 
large sample of 8133 respondents was asked a number of justice-related 
questions. In relation to perceptions of crime, participants were asked ‘Do you 
think that the level of crime in Australia has changed over the past two years?’ 
Results suggested that the majority of the Australian public hold inaccurate views 
about the occurrence of crime, with 64.9% of participants believing that crime 
rates are increasing. Of those who perceived crime as increasing, four in 10 
believed that there was a lot more crime in the last two years, and two in 10 
believed that there was a little more crime. In actual fact, despite increases in 
imprisonment rates, data from the Australian Bureau of Statistics indicates that 
there is a downward trend in crime rates. In addition, participants were asked ‘Of 
every 100 crimes recorded by police, roughly what number do you think involve 
violence or the threat of violence?’ Results demonstrated that 61% of the sample 
overestimated the proportion of crime that involves violence or the threat of 
violence. The implications of such beliefs can be vast. For instance, Gelb (2011b) 
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investigated community views about the purposes of sentencing with a sample of 
300 adults, randomly selected from a pool of 1200 participants who completed the 
first study (Gelb, 2011a). Participants who believed crime was on the rise were 
more punitive and less likely to support rehabilitation as a purpose of sentencing 
over all other purposes, irrespective of the type of crime committed.  
 
A handful of recent studies have also shown that the public holds varying 
beliefs about the extent to which race is related to the propensity to offend, and 
that these beliefs affect attitudes toward punishment (Barlow, 1998; Welch, 
Payne, Chiricos & Gertz, 2011). For instance, Welch, et al (2011) investigated 
whether the typification of Hispanics as criminals was related to support for 
punitive crime control policies. They gathered data utilising a national phone 
survey about perceptions of race, ethnicity, crime and criminal justice policies. 
Results indicated that the more participants associated crime with Hispanics 
(racial typification) the more supportive they were of punitive crime control 
measures.  
 
Mears, Pickett, Golden, Chiricos and Gertz (2011) investigated whether 
interracial contact affects Whites’ perceptions of Blacks’ criminality and their 
perceived victimisation risk. Utilising a sample of 520 participants who 
participated in a national public opinion phone survey they found that interracial 
contact increases Whites’ perceptions of criminality of all racial and ethnic groups 
and that it increases their perceived risk of victimisation.  
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Evidently, the members of the public not only tend to believe that crime 
rates are increasing and that crime is related to race, but they also substantially 
overestimate the proportion of crime that is violent. Crime statistics on the other 
hand, demonstrate that crime rates have actually decreased in the past few years, 
including violent crimes (Australian Institute of Criminology, 2011). 
Nevertheless, these beliefs exist and are likely to impact on fears for personal 
safety and subsequently on views toward reintegration, as the public are not likely 
to want offenders free in the community if they fear becoming victims of crime. 
In reference to the Model of Interactive Reintegration and Desistance, these 
factors, or attitudes, are considered community readiness factors, which can act as 
barriers to the community’s willingness to be involved in the reintegration 
process. The following section will now turn its focus toward the effects of 
additional community readiness factors, instrumental factors, such as fear of 
crime, on community attitudes.  
 
4.1.3  Instrumental Explanations of attitudes 
  
Instrumental explanations of punitive attitudes suggest that punitiveness is 
motivated largely out of self-interest (Zimring, Hawkins, & Kamin, 2001). For 
instance, people support the punishment of rule breakers because they are afraid 
that they, their families or someone in their community will become a victim of 
crime. As such, instrumental theory argues that individuals are primarily focused 
on the deterrence of rule-breaking behaviour or behaviour control (Zimring, et al., 
2001).  As such, it is suggested that punitive attitudes will be more prevalent in 
areas in which there is a high rate of crime, among individuals who fear becoming 
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victims of crime, and among those who have been victims of crime. The 
suggestion here is that people are motivated to protect themselves and their 
communities from tangible threats. Thus, they tend to respond to personal fears 
when judging those who break rules. Much of the research into attitudes toward 
criminal justice matters has therefore focused on instrumental factors, by 
investigating the impacts of fear of crime and prior victimisation on attitude 
formation. The following section reviews such literature.  
 
4.1.3.1  Fear of crime and attitudes toward punishment 
 
Fear of crime (an emotional reaction to the perception of decreased safety) 
can impede an individual's behaviour, affect quality of life (Hale, 1996), erode a 
sense of community, and make individuals fearful of their neighbours (Hale; 
Wilson, 1975). However, research into fear of crime and its effects on 
punitiveness has provided inconsistent findings. For instance, public opinion 
polling has demonstrated a relationship between fear of crime and punitive 
attitudes, but such a relationship has, at best, been labelled a correlation (Cullen, 
Clark, Cullen, & Mather, 1985; Cullen, Fisher, & Applegate, 2000; Maruna & 
King, 2004; Taylor, Schepple, & Stinchcombe, 1979).    
 
Dowler (2003) investigated media consumption and the effects of fear of 
crime on attitudes toward crime and justice. Utilising a sample of 1005 adults 
drawn from the 1995 National Opinion Survey on Crime and Justice (NOCJS), he 
measured fear of crime by asking respondents if they feared or worried about a 
list of seven particular crimes on a four-point Likert scale, thereby developing a 
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fear of crime index.  Results indicated that fear of crime was a significant 
predictor of punitive attitudes. However, it was found to be the fourth strongest 
predictor, with the demographic factors of race, education, and income being the 
first three, in that order. Similarly, Sprott and Doob (1997) utilised data from 
Canada’s 1993 General Social Survey. With a sample of 10,285 participants, 
results also indicated a positive relationship between fear of crime and punitive 
attitudes.    
 
There is also evidence that individuals may only fear certain types of 
crime. For example, some women may fear going out alone or into certain areas 
for fear of sexual assault but not other forms of crime (Mirrlees-Black & Allen, 
1998; Warr, 1985). Research by Haghighi and Sorensen (1996), who examined 
the National Opinion on Crime and Justice (NOCJS), also found that individuals 
are likely to fear particular types of crime. Their results indicated that local media 
attention to crime was significantly related to fear of sexual assault and violent 
crimes such as getting mugged, beaten up, knifed or shot, and burgled whilst at 
home. In contrast, media attention was not significantly related to fear of car-
jacking, being murdered, or being burgled while not at home. 
 
Other researchers have found that fear of crime is a significant predictor of 
punitive attitudes among African Americans but not among White Americans. For 
instance, fear of crime is positively related to support for the death penalty among 
African Americans (Arthur, 1998; Combs & Comer, 1984), but plays only a 
minor role, if any, in death penalty attitudes among White Americans 
(Stinchcombe, et al., 1980; Young, 1991). 
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Finally, some studies have reported no relationship between fear of crime 
and punitive attitudes. Utilising a sample of 499 adults from the 1993 Winnipeg 
Area Study, Baron and Hartngel (1996) investigated attitudes towards punishing 
juvenile offenders. Respondents were required to indicate their level of agreement 
with the following items: curfew for children under 16 is a good idea, young 
offenders who commit a second offence should be tried in adult courts, and youth 
courts have become too lenient with young offenders. Results indicated that fear 
of crime did not have a significant effect on punitive attitudes. 
 
Similarly, Ouimet and Coyle (1991) investigated fear of crime and 
attitudes towards punitiveness. To measure fear of crime, they asked 299 adult 
respondents to rate how safe they felt walking alone in their neighbourhood 
during the day and night, and to what extent they were afraid of becoming a 
victim of a burglary, mugging, or assault. A second fear of crime measure was 
administered to a stratified sample of 235 court practitioners. These participants 
were asked to report their perception of the public level of fear of crime rather 
than their own level of fear. To measure level of punitiveness, the researchers 
asked participants to prescribe any sentence of any severity for four criminal case 
scenarios. Results indicated that 89% and 59% of participants, respectively, had 
some sense of security walking on the streets. Similarly, respondents also reported 
little fear of becoming a victim of crime. Finally, it was found that fear of crime 
was not related to the participants’ punitiveness.  
 
 The above results indicate that the literature investigating the relationship 
between fear of crime and punitiveness has been inconsistent. However, where a 
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relationship has been supported, increased fear of crime has been found to lead to 
increased punitiveness. Intuitively, such results make sense with people believing 
that harsher sentencing can result in greater incapacitation and rehabilitation of 
offenders, and subsequently less crime. As increased fear of crime is likely to lead 
to the public being less willing to accept the reintegration of offenders into the 
community for fear of victimisation, it is subsequently of interest to this thesis. 
Similarly, prior victimisation has also been linked to punitive attitudes and may 
therefore impact upon reintegration attitudes. As such, the following section will 
examine the literature investigating the impact of prior victimisation on attitudes.    
 
4.1.3.2  Prior Victimisation and attitudes toward punishment 
  
Victimisation has been widely investigated in the research literature in 
relation to community attitudes to punishment. While it may be logical to expect 
that individuals who have been victims of crime will hold more punitive views 
than those who have not, research has often indicated that they tend to hold less 
punitive attitudes, or that there is no difference between victims' and non-victims' 
views (Applegate, Cullen & Fisher, 2002; Evans & Adams, 2003).  
  
Dull and Wint (1997) examined the relationship between crime 
victimisation in a college sample and its impact on their fear of crime and 
attitudes towards the criminal justice system. Five hundred and fifty-seven 
randomly selected freshman students completed a survey, and 271 (of the original 
sample) completed it again in their fourth year of college. In the survey, 
participants were required to indicate if they had been a victim of crime, and if so, 
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of which type of crime they had been a victim. Seventy percent of respondents 
identified as victims of crime (mainly property-related crime). Analyses indicated 
that non-victims' levels of fear of crime increased in relation to assault, while 
victims' levels of fear increased in relation to property crime over the four year 
period. A significant difference was found between victims' and non-victims' 
views about the CJS, with victims having more negative views about the courts 
and sentencing. However, both victims and non-victims believed that the police 
were effective in fighting crime. Finally, in relation to punitive attitudes, no 
significant differences were found between the victims and non-victims. 
Similarly, Gelb (2011d) found no difference between victims' and non-victims' 
support for the use of alternatives to imprisonment when sentencing offenders. 
  
Unnever, Cullen and Fisher (2007) investigated criminal victimisation and 
its relation to global political beliefs, support for conservative social values, and 
punitiveness. Data was collected from surveys conducted by the National Opinion 
Research Centre between 1974 and 1994. The number of participants varied 
depending on the variables utilised in the analyses. The measure of punitiveness 
included two questions to gauge participant support for the death penalty and 
harsher local courts. It was found that victimisation had no relationship with a 
conservative worldview, support for conservative social policies, or punitiveness 
toward crime.  
 
Utilising data from the British Crime Survey, Mattinson and Mirrlees-
Black (2000) compared the sentencing opinions of respondents who had 
experienced an actual or threatened burglary in the past year, and those who had 
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not. Respondents were given a case scenario of a burglary and were then provided 
with a list of alternative sentences and asked to choose one or more punishments. 
Respondents who identified as victims were no more punitive than the non-
victims. These findings were also consistent with the previous survey findings in 
the 1996 British Crime Survey (Hough & Roberts, 1998). Walker and Hough 
(1988) suggested that one reason for such counter-intuitive findings may be that 
individuals who lack personal experience of victimisation may exaggerate the 
negative consequences of crime, while victims are more pragmatic. Additionally, 
victims may underplay the severity of harm done in order to better cope with their 
experience.  
 
In contrast to what may be expected, what is clear from the above is that 
victims of crime do not tend to hold different attitudes toward the CJS than non-
victims. In particular, there are no differences in levels of punitiveness or in 
regards to the use of alternatives to prison. Such findings are positive as they 
demonstrate that negative experiences with crime and offenders do not 
necessarily tarnish attitudes regarding CJS matters. Given this, it is of interest in 
this thesis to determine if these findings hold true for attitudes toward 
reintegration – a goal that places offenders firmly into the community.  
 
Overall, the preceding sections demonstrate that expressive and 
instrumental factors impact in various ways on attitudes toward CJS matters. In 
particular, when individuals have decreased confidence in the CJS, believe that 
crime is increasing, and fear becoming victims of crime, they are more likely to 
hold punitive attitudes.  These results not only add a deeper level of 
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understanding of what underpins attitudes (aside from demographic factors), but 
they also provide avenues for campaigns to elicit attitude change. For instance, 
policy makers may wish to use educational campaigns demonstrating crime is 
decreasing if they want to decrease punitive views and increase confidence in the 
CJS. The ability to target such interventions is critical, particularly for initiatives 
such as reintegration where, as indicated in the Model of Interactive Reintegration 
and Desistance, community attitudes are a key component of success. As such, 
the research literature continues to focus its efforts on increasing its 
understandings of what underpins attitudes to the CJS’s responses to crime.  
 
4.1.4   Core beliefs  
 
A new line of enquiry has recently commenced, investigating the 
contribution that core beliefs may have on attitudes towards crime and 
punishment. In particular, the influence of beliefs regarding causes of crime and 
the redeemability of offenders on attitudes toward criminal sanctioning has been 
explored. The following section will turn its focus toward the effects of these core 
beliefs on attitudes.   
 
3.1.4.1  Beliefs about the causes of crime  
 
Some fifty years ago, George Vold (1958) argued: “There is an obvious 
and logical interdependence between what is done about crime and what is 
assumed to be the reason for or explanation of criminality” (p. 258). Since this 
time researchers have focused on identifying beliefs about the causes of crime and 
144 
 
one avenue of doing so has been by using social psychological research. Maruna 
and King (2004) go so far as to suggest that one of the most promising lines of 
investigation into the psychological formation of attitudes towards criminal 
sanctioning is work in the area of attribution theory. Attribution theory explores 
how individuals construct the meaning of events and the subsequent impact of 
these implicit theories on social views (Maruna & King, 2009). Research in this 
area has consistently shown that the way people explain crime can account for 
some of the discrepancies in attitudes toward sanctioning (Carroll, Perkowitz, 
Lurigio, & Weaver, 1987; Cullen, et al., 1985; Graham, Weiner, Zucker, & Sahar, 
1997).  
 
Cullen and colleagues (1985) investigated whether an individual’s 
explanation of crime may help explain some of the variation in their attitudes 
towards punishment, rehabilitation, capital punishment, and punishment of white-
collar crime. One hundred and fifty-six participants responded to a 55-item mail 
out survey assessing attitudes toward various aspects of criminal sanctioning. The 
questionnaire also included a second section containing a victimization scale and 
questions relating to the salience of crime. Based on Heider’s (1958) initial 
dichotomy of dispositional and situational attributions, Cullen and colleagues 
divided attributional beliefs into either dispositional views (crime is an 
individual’s choice) or situational views (crime as a product of circumstances), 
and found that punitive attitudes correlate with dispositional attributions. In 
contrast, participants who held more situational attributions were less punitive. 
Carroll and colleagues (1987) also found that individuals who held beliefs about 
individual causality for crime took a tough, punitive stance, while belief in 
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economic and other external determinants of crime were found to be related to a 
rehabilitative stance. 
  
Sims (2003) investigated the impact of causal attributions on correctional 
ideology, including punitiveness, using data collected from 1085 participants who 
completed the 1996 National Opinion Survey on Crime and Justice. To measure 
attributional theories, 46 questions were developed, which were influenced by a 
number of prominent theories including classical, biological, psychological, social 
disorganisation, strain, subcultural, social learning, social control/bonding, and 
labeling theory. A number of control variables were included in the analyses 
including demographic variables (age, gender, ethnicity, education and income), 
and attitudinal variables such as system confidence and fear of crime.  
Punitiveness was measured with four items. Individuals who attribute crime to 
something “going awry in the social structure” or who believe that negative 
reactions to crime and delinquency can make offenders “more criminal” were less 
punitive (p. 15). Additionally, those individuals who held classical attributions 
about crime (i.e. attributing crime to factors such as people offend because the 
law isn’t harsh enough) had more punitive attitudes. 
 
From the above, it is apparent that individuals are more likely to be 
punitive if they attribute dispositional causes to the commission of crimes. 
Perhaps, such beliefs are linked to a notion about the possibility of change. For 
instance, if a person makes a situational attribution about the commission of an 
offence, it makes intuitive sense that this person may believe the offender has the 
opportunity to change their situation/circumstance and thereby make the 
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appropriate changes to desist from further crime. However, if this person makes a 
dispositional attribution (i.e. attributes the offence to the offender’s choice), they 
may believe that offending is a part of this offender and that they therefore cannot 
or will not change. Further, it is likely that they would be more punitive towards 
such individuals as they would not want them in their community committing 
further crimes. Subsequently, the following section will examine beliefs about the 
possibility of change or ‘redeemability’. 
 
4.1.4.2  Beliefs about redeemability  
 
Other dimensions of attribution that are often disregarded by researchers, 
but might be equally as important in determining punitive attitudes, are those 
concerned with stability and instability (Maruna & King, 2004). That is, 
regardless of what an individual’s beliefs are about the causes of crime 
(situational or dispositional), do they believe that people can change? Such beliefs 
have been termed beliefs about ‘redeemability’ or the instability of criminal 
behaviour (Maruna & King). Maruna and King suggest that some individuals 
believe that the origins of criminal behaviour are largely fixed whilst others may 
have a more malleable view and feel that an offender can change. Individuals who 
believe people are irredeemable (i.e. believe that offenders cannot change) are 
argued to be more likely to hold punitive opinions and to want to reject offenders 
from their community. Consequently, a belief in redeemability may be a more 
robust predictor of punitiveness than the internality/externality 
(situational/dispositional) dimension of attributions.  
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There is scant research into the notion of redeemability; however Skitka, 
Mulen, Griffin, Hutchinson, and Chamberlin (2002) investigated ideological 
differences in explanations for social problems. Within their third study, 
participants were asked to make binary judgments about the most likely 
explanation for a given event. A series of scenarios was provided to the sample of 
1,639 adults, including one in which a prisoner was being released onto parole. 
Participants were required to choose between two possible explanations for why 
this offender was being released. The first option was an internal explanation, 
which stated “He turned over a new leaf”, while the second was an 
external/situational explanation that stated “The prison was overcrowded” (p. 
477). Analyses indicated that conservative participants strongly favoured the 
second, external explanation while respondents with liberal views were far more 
likely to attribute the prisoner’s release to the internal explanation. Given these 
results, it is posited that beliefs in redeemability impact on individuals' attitudes 
about crime and punishment.  
 
To test this notion, Maruna and King (2009) investigated the impact of 
beliefs about redeemability on punitiveness, while controlling for internal and 
external attributions. Data from 941 adults deemed to be representative of the 
communities from which they were drawn and who completed the first phase of 
the Cambridge University Public Opinion Project (CUPOP) were utilised. 
Punitiveness was measured with an eight-item scale, dispositional attributions 
were measured using a three-item scale, and redeemability was measured using a 
four-item scale, which included statements such as ‘most offenders can go on to 
lead productive lives with help and hard work’. A belief in the redeemability of 
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offenders was the strongest negative predictor of punitiveness. In addition, the 
contribution of redeemability to such attitudes was over and above the effect of 
dispositional attributions, prior victimisation, and fear of crime.   
 
An earlier study conducted by Maruna and King (2004) investigated the 
impact of all four aforementioned predictive factors on public opinion toward 
community penalties. As part of the University of Cambridge Public Opinion 
Project (UCPOP), Maruna and King utilised a sample of 941 respondents, 
randomly chosen from households across east England and London, to investigate 
public opinions about alternatives to prison. Based on the ground-breaking work 
of Tyler and Boeckmann (1997), they developed and tested a model in which four 
types of factors were proposed to predict opinion. First, demographic factors (age, 
gender, race, income, and education) found to be associated with punitive 
attitudes were included. Second, instrumental factors (living in high-crime areas 
and victimisation experiences) were included. Third, expressive factors (anxiety 
about the economy or the state of Britain) were included. Finally, core beliefs 
about crime (causes of crime and belief in redeemability) were included in the 
model. Results indicated that all factors were predictive of attitudes towards 
community sanctions; however to varying degrees.  Demographic variables 
explained 10% of the variation in opinion on community penalties, the addition of 
instrumental predictors added 4% more, expressive variables added 16%, and 
core beliefs added 11% to the model.  Maruna and King concluded that 
expressive and core beliefs have a strong effect on pro-community sanctions 
attitudes, over and above the effect of both demographics and instrumental 
factors.  
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Evidently, a belief in the ability of offenders to change and/or ‘redeem’ 
themselves is vital when it comes to understanding attitudes regarding 
punitiveness and community sanctioning. Perhaps, believing that offender change 
is possible increases confidence in the CJS, which is responsible for their 
rehabilitation. Further, it may also alleviate fear of crime, as the offenders 
returning to the community are believed to have ‘changed’. As such, beliefs in the 
notion of redeemability may increase support for rehabilitative and reintegrative 
efforts. 
  
The current section emphasised that there are a number of factors that 
have been found to impact on community attitudes relating to criminal justice 
matters. Thus, the following section will examine what we actually know about 
community attitudes toward crime and sentencing. 
 
4.2  What we know about community attitudes toward crime and 
sentencing  
 
4.2.1  Punitive Attitudes  
 
Understanding attitudes to punishment is important not only in 
understanding the phenomenon of punitiveness but also for exploring how 
changes to sentencing practice may impact on public satisfaction with the justice 
system (Roberts & Indermauer, 2007). The basic premise among politicians and 
governments is that members of the public are fed up with crime and are no 
longer willing to tolerate it, thus they will endorse harsh and punitive sentencing 
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sanctions (Cullen, Pealer, Fisher, Applegate, & Santana, 2002; Maruna & King, 
2004). For instance, research by McCorkle (1993) investigated public attitudes 
toward six common crimes. A sample of 397 adults was provided with brief crime 
scenarios (robbery, rape, molestation, burglary, drug sale, and drug possession) 
followed by eight statements. Scale responses to the first four statements were 
summed to develop an overall measure of punitive attitudes, and responses to the 
second four were summed to create a measure of overall rehabilitative attitudes. 
Over three quarters of respondents saw punishment as the primary justification of 
sentencing. In addition, 75% of respondents believed that incapacitation was the 
surest way to prevent future crime. These strong punitive responses were elicited 
regardless of the type of crime scenario presented. 
 
Support for claims that the public has a punitive mindset comes from 
public opinion surveys that often report the public believes sentencing is too 
lenient. Indeed when attitudes of the public within English-speaking Western 
nations are investigated there appears to be remarkable similarity in the desire for 
harsher sentences (Roberts & Indermauer, 2007). In the USA, results from the 
2002 General Social Survey indicated that 67% of respondents reported that 
courts in their local area do not deal harshly enough with criminals (Pastore & 
Maguire, 2003). A slightly higher level of support for harsher sentencing was 
found in the UK, with results from the British Crime Survey indicating that 79% 
of respondents believed that sentencing is too lenient (Allen, Komy, Lovbakke, & 
Roy, 2005). Similarly, in Australia, 70% of individuals who responded to the 
2003 Australian Survey of Social Attitudes (AuSSA) agreed with the statement 
that those who break the law should be given stiffer sentences (Indermaur & 
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Roberts, 2005). This figure increased slightly to 71.7% in the 2007 AuSSA survey 
(Roberts & Indermauer, 2007). Although the questions and response options 
within the surveys varied across countries, the overall consensus that emerges is 
that more than two-thirds of the public in each country is dissatisfied with the 
severity of sentences handed down by courts. However, within Australia, despite 
results indicating a high proportion of the public supporting harsher punishment, 
the proportion of individuals with such attitudes has been gradually declining 
since a peak of 84.8% in 1987. Such trends appear to suggest that the public is 
becoming less punitive.  
 
Another popular method of measuring public attitudes toward punishment 
is to ask respondents what they think the goals of corrections should be. 
Conclusions are then made that those individuals who favour retribution over 
rehabilitation are more punitive. Using this approach, Gelb (2011b) investigated 
the views of individuals from the state of Victoria, Australia, about the purposes 
of sentencing. A sample of 300 adults was provided with eight crime vignettes in 
which the type of offence and the offender’s age and criminal history were 
manipulated (young offender versus adult offender; no previous criminal history 
versus three prior convictions for the same offence; burglary versus serious 
assault). Respondents favoured punishment as a goal of sentencing for repeat 
burglary and serious assault offenders irrespective of age.  However, 
rehabilitation was favoured for first time offenders, irrespective of age and 
offence, indicating that recidivist offenders elicit little empathy from members of 
the public. Similarly, in the USA, Finkel, Maloney, Valbuena and Groscup (1996) 
found that participants would favour more punitive sentencing if the prior 
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convictions of the offender were revealed and more lenient sentences if their 
history was withheld. Together, these findings suggest that the more offending 
behaviour an individual has been involved in, the more punitive the public 
becomes toward them.  
 
When reviewing the literature on punitive attitudes, it is vital to keep in 
mind the limitations of such research. A vital limitation is that ‘punitiveness’ as a 
construct is poorly understood. There is subsequently little consensus on how to 
define this theoretical construct within the literature, making meaningful 
empirical approximations difficult (Maruna & King, 2004; Walker & Hough, 
1988). The majority of studies tend to measure punitiveness by asking 
respondents what they think the goals of corrections should be. Individuals who 
favour retribution over rehabilitation are assumed to be more punitive. However, 
as identified by von Hirsch (1993), there are retributivist individuals who support 
minimal punishment and there are also a number of non-retributivist grounds (i.e., 
incapacitation and deterrence) for supporting harsh and severe punishments. Thus, 
Maruna and King (2004) argue that focusing on the public’s views about ‘goals’ 
for punishment, assumes that punitiveness is goal-driven in an instrumental sense. 
For instance, individuals may support the most punitive measures, such as the 
death penalty, due to their belief that it will decrease crime. Ellsworth and Gross 
(1994) however found that individuals who support the death penalty would still 
support the death penalty even if it were proven that it does not deter crime. 
Additionally, individuals opposed to the death penalty would still maintain their 
beliefs of opposition even if it were proven that capital punishment did deter 
crime. Such research on death penalty attitudes demonstrates that the 
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rationalisations people give for punitive or non-punitive attitudes carry little 
actual weight in their decision. As such, scales that ask participants about the 
goals of punishment can be very useful for teasing apart the various intellectual 
rationalisations that individuals provide for their beliefs. However, they do not 
measure levels of emotional intensity regarding preferences in punishment, 
whatever the supporting or opposing reason may be (Maruna & King, 2004).  
 
Although research does demonstrate that the public holds punitive 
attitudes, the characterisation of public attitudes as indiscriminately punitive is 
misleading (Innes, 1993; Irwin et al., 1998; Sprott 1999). Stalans (2002) argued 
that the public is selectively punitive and merciful depending upon specific 
conditions, suggesting that attitudes toward offending and punishment are 
contextual. If so, it can be posited that various offender, offence, and respondent 
factors can contribute to an individual’s beliefs about crime and justice related 
issues. For instance, research on the early release of offenders from custody has 
found that individuals are more likely to favour leniency for non-violent offenders 
than violent offenders (Cumberland & Zamble, 1992). 
  
Research conducted by Jacoby and Cullen (1998) yielded similar results. 
A sample of 1,920 adults was provided with eight crime vignettes and was asked 
a series of questions to determine their punishment preferences. The types of 
offences included: property theft and damage (from larceny to arson with damage 
ranging from $10 to $500,000), burglary offences (home and building with 
between $10 to $1,000 taken), robbery offences (with various outcomes from no 
harm to death), assault offences (with various outcomes from no injury to death), 
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forcible rape offences (with various outcomes ranging from no other injury to 
death), drunk driving offences (with various outcomes from no accident to death) 
and drug offences (including use and trafficking). All the common sanctions were 
offered as sentencing options, including incarceration, probation, fine, restitution, 
and (for homicide offences only) the death penalty. For each response, 
respondents were asked to provide some detail about their choice. For instance, if 
incarceration was chosen, the length of sentence was asked; if a fine was chosen, 
the amount of the fine was asked to be provided. Results indicated that 
incarceration was the favoured response to all offences; however, the more 
serious the offence was perceived to be, the longer the suggested sentence. The 
three longest incarceration sentences were given to rape resulting in death, 
robbery resulting in death, and assault resulting in death in that order.  
 
Clearly, there is strong support among the public for punitive responses to 
crime, with the majority of research demonstrating the public often cite 
punishment as the primary goal of sentencing, and reporting that they believe 
sentencing is too lenient. However, research also suggests that these punitive 
views are not all inclusive, but contextual, with more punitive attitudes being 
elicited by certain offence types, such as violent offences and sex offences. As 
such, the public may be more open to less punitive approaches in certain 
situations and for certain types of offenders – just as Braithwaite suggested 
originally. Thus, the following section will examine community views toward 
alternatives to imprisonment.  
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4.2.2 Attitudes regarding alternatives to imprisonment 
 
Despite the above findings demonstrating a punitive public, research into 
the use of alternatives to imprisonment has consistently demonstrated that the 
public is actually less punitive than commonly portrayed (Gelb, 2007). Indeed, 
studies both in Australia and internationally have found that people are willing to 
accept the use of alternatives to imprisonment, particularly for vulnerable groups 
of offenders. Young offenders are typically identified as a particularly vulnerable 
group and a national survey of over 1,000 individuals in the USA found that 89% 
of respondents believed that rehabilitation and treatment for juvenile offenders 
could prevent further offending (Krisberg & Marchionna, 2007). Similarly, 
offenders with a mental illness are generally regarded as vulnerable, and a survey 
of 1,000 people conducted on behalf of the Irish Penal Reform Trust (2007) found 
that 91% of participants agreed that mentally-ill offenders should be treated in a 
mental health facility rather than prison. The survey also found that 81% of 
participants preferred drug addicted offenders to be treated in a drug recovery 
program rather than being sentenced to a term of imprisonment.  
  
Research has also found that attitudes favouring rehabilitation are not 
specific to groups of offenders identified as vulnerable. Hough and colleagues 
(2009) asked a UK sample of 1,023 individuals how they would sentence an 
offender in one of two crime vignettes. The vignettes included a relatively serious 
theft committed by a recidivist offender with six prior court appearances, and a 
serious assault where the offender had previously been convicted of a similar 
offence. Seventy-three and 79% of respondents initially sentenced both the thief 
156 
 
and violent offender to a term of imprisonment. Participants were then presented 
with an alternative to imprisonment which included compensation to the victim, 
supervised probation, and 300 hours of unpaid community work. When presented 
with an alternative, 47% of the participants who initially chose a sentence of 
imprisonment accepted the community-based alternative for the theft offender, 
and 39% accepted the community-based alternative for the violent offender.   
 
In the USA, Hartney and Marchionna (2009) conducted a survey 
(consisting of 34 questions) on behalf of the National Council on Crime and 
Delinquency. One thousand and forty-nine participants were interviewed about a 
variety of sentencing options, with particular focus on alternatives to 
incarceration. For instance, participants were asked to indicate the most 
appropriate sentence for a nonviolent, nonsexual offender whose crime did not 
involve significant property loss. It was found that 77% of participants felt that 
the most appropriate sentence for non-violent and non-serious offenders was 
some sort of non-custodial alternative, such as supervised probation, restitution, 
and community service and/or rehabilitative services. Additionally, participants 
were provided with an opportunity to identify reasons to justify sentencing fewer 
offenders to imprisonment. These included the associated costs, prison 
overcrowding, the crime-reduction effect of alternatives to prison, and the fairness 
of the punishment relative to the crime. Results indicated that 71% of respondents 
cited “danger to guards”, 66% cited “too expensive” followed by “inhumane or 
danger to inmates” (62%), “alternatives decease reoffending” (60%), “too harsh a 
punishment” (52%), “no increased threat” (41%), “no justification” (19%), 
“none/other” (2%) and “unsure” (1%). 
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Utilising a sample of 237 Hamilton County (one of the more punitive 
counties in Ohio) residents, Turner, Cullen, Sundt and Applegate (1997) 
investigated not only wether respondents preferred community based sanctions, 
but also whether they tolerated or viewed them as acceptable. Each participant 
received one vignette (randomly selected between two robbery and two burglary 
offences) that not only described the offence committed, but also the 
characteristics of the offender (always male and called John; however, age, drug 
problem, prior record, and employment status were varied). Participants were first 
asked to select the sentence they would most like to give John from a list of seven 
sanctions including no punishment, probation (regular and strict) and 
incarceration. Participants were then asked to assess what range of sentencing 
options they would find acceptable. Results indicated that between 51.7% and 
57.9% of participants preferred a sanction where John was incarcerated or shock 
incarcerated (an alternative incarceration program resulting in earlier release from 
custody through an intensive 6-month ‘boot camp’). The majority of participants 
chose some form of community based sanction as their least acceptable option; 
however between 64.8% and 73.3% of the participants were willing to tolerate a 
community based sanction. Results also indicated that the participants were more 
likely to tolerate community based sanctions that included close monitoring of 
offenders.  
 
An Australian study, conducted by Gelb (2009a), also investigated 
community views about imprisonment alternatives utilising a sample of 300 
English-speaking adult Victorians aged 18 years and over, with a median age of 
56 years. The sample was considerably older than the adult Victorian population, 
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where the median age at the 2006 census was 37 years. The survey consisted of 
several parts. Participants were initially provided with three key facts about 
imprisonment and were then presented with possible solutions to the problem of 
increasing imprisonment rates. The two solutions presented were building more 
prisons and supporting the use of alternatives to prison. A set of arguments in 
support of each solution was also presented. Participants were then asked a series 
of questions designed to measure their willingness to accept the use of 
alternatives to imprisonment for specific types of offenders.  
 
Results indicated clear support for alternatives to imprisonment as a way 
of addressing the increasing incarceration rates, with 51.3% of participants rating 
the argument ‘we need to find alternatives to prison to reduce the high cost to the 
community of keeping people in prison’ as ‘very important’.  Results also 
indicated an overall support for increasing the use of alternatives to imprisonment 
when participants were forced to choose between the two approaches. Seventy-
four percent of participants chose ‘increase the use of alternatives to 
imprisonment’ as their final policy choice, while only 26% of participants 
preferred the ‘build more prisons’ policy choice. 
  
Following the policy dilemma, participants were asked to consider the use 
of specific types of alternatives to imprisonment for certain sub-groups of 
offenders. Similar to previous research, the level of acceptance of alternatives to 
prison was greatest for mentally-ill offenders, with 91.7% of participants 
believing that mentally-ill offenders should receive treatment in mental health 
facilities rather than go to prison. The use of alternatives to imprisonment for 
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young offenders was also supported, with 87.9% agreeing or strongly agreeing 
that young offenders should have to take part in programs that teach job skills, 
moral values and self-esteem as an alternative to a prison sentence. Finally 83.5% 
and 74.9% of participants respectively demonstrated strong support for drug 
addicted offenders and for non-violent offenders being given community 
corrections orders rather than a sentence of imprisonment. 
 
Support for using alternatives to imprisonment for specific types of 
offenders was related to a number of variables, including participants placing 
themselves to the left of the political spectrum, classifying themselves as being in 
a lower income group, using non-commercial/broadsheet media as their main 
source of news and information, and being less punitive. A number of attitudinal 
variables were also related to support for alternatives to prison, including 
increased confidence in sentencing, believing that current sentences are 
appropriate, being less likely to believe that crime in Victoria has increased a lot, 
and worrying less about becoming a victim of crime.  
 
In summary, it is evident from the above that the public is less punitive 
than how it is often portrayed, and that support for using alternatives to prison is 
common, particularly when these community based sanctions still include close 
monitoring of offenders. In addition, research has consistently found that when 
provided with viable alternatives to imprisonment, the public is likely to prefer 
these. Further, it is more likely to be less punitive and support these alternatives 
for certain types of offenders (such as non-sex offenders and non-violent 
offenders), and in particular vulnerable offenders (e.g. juvenile offender and 
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offenders with mental health issues). These findings also suggest that the public 
holds substantial myths and misconceptions about crime and justice issues (Gelb, 
2007). For instance, the public may be more punitive toward sex offenders due to 
the belief that they are more dangerous. As such, the type of offender appears to 
play a significant role in attitudes toward crime and sentencing. Thus, the 
following section will examine community views toward offenders, and in 
particular sex offenders.  
 
4.3  What we know about attitudes toward offenders 
 
There is a dearth of research about attitudes toward offenders despite the 
intensified policy interest in them and the strong possibility that community 
attitudes toward offenders can impact on reintegration success. This is surprising 
given the knowledge that penal attitudes are distinct and context-dependent 
(Hurwitz & Peffley, 1997; Maruna and King, 2004). Similar to penal attitudes, it 
is posited that attitudes toward offenders are multilayered and complex, with a 
number of impacting variables. However, studies of attitudes to offenders have 
typically “measured only bivariate associations between these attitudes, and 
mainly demographic predictors” (Hirschfield & Piquero, 2010, p. 29). Two 
exceptions to this are studies by Demski and McGlynn’s (1999), and Hirschfield 
and Piquero. Demski and McGlynn investigated attitudes toward parolees among 
180 college students. Participants were asked to respond to two scenarios.  One 
assessed their willingness to rent an apartment near a halfway house for parolees, 
and the other assessed their support for the development of an educational 
rehabilitation program for 100 parolees in their neighbourhood. Participants were 
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then required to complete five questionnaires assessing a variety of value-
expressive beliefs. These included: the Beliefs about Criminality Scale, the 
Acceptance of Authority subscale of the Value Profile, The 10-item 
Humanitarianism-Egalitarianism Scale, a six-item measure assessing adherence to 
Christian fundamentalist beliefs, and 10 items from the Ethics Position 
Questionnaire. Results demonstrated that in both scenarios instrumental beliefs 
were better predictors of behavioural attitudes related to parolees than value–
expressive beliefs. Such results indicate that perceptions of potentially being a 
victim of crime are more directly related to attitudes toward parolees than more 
abstract beliefs related to morality and the nature of crime and offenders 
themselves. Thus, instrumental beliefs rather than global symbolic beliefs 
constitute the basis of behavioural attitudes toward parolees.  
 
Hirschfield and Piquero (2010) conducted the first large-scale study of 
public attitudes toward offenders. They conducted telephone interviews with 
2,282 randomly-selected participants aged 18 years and over, asking questions 
related to factors most likely to influence offenders’ prospects for reintegration. 
These factors included offenders' perceived dangerousness and honesty, and 
attitudinal social distance (or the expressed willingness to interact with offenders 
in various social situations). Predictor variables included exposure to offenders, 
confidence in the police and legal system, social values and subjective 
vulnerability to crime. Demographic variables including gender, race (African 
American vs. non-African American, and Hispanic vs. non-Hispanic), age, 
income, education, geographic location (rural and urban), and the presence of 
children in the home were also included.    
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Exposure to offenders significantly predicted less negative attitudes 
toward offenders in general and was the strongest predictor in the model. 
Confidence in the courts was also found to be one of the strongest predictors in 
the model, with participants who trust the judgments of courts holding more 
negative views toward offenders. The measures of political orientation were more 
predictive than measures of crime vulnerability, with participants identifying as 
conservative demonstrating more negative attitudes. Such results suggest that 
attitudes toward offenders are more expressive than instrumental. The perceived 
salience of crime was found to have no influence on attitudes to offenders; 
however victimization predicted more positive attitudes toward offenders, 
especially among African Americans and non-conservatives. Finally, the 
demographic variables included in the analyses had either a weak or no 
relationship with attitudes toward offenders.  
 
These findings suggest that attitudes toward offenders are complex and 
multifaceted, and like other crime and justice-related attitudes, a multitude of 
variables can impact upon them. As outlined above, these include respondent 
factors, such as demographics, but also attitudinal factors, such as instrumental 
beliefs and expressive beliefs. In addition, certain types of offenders appear to be 
more likely to elicit these underlying instrumental and expressive factors. For 
instance, more punitive attitudes are typically associated with sex offenders 
(Cumberland & Zamble, 1992; Hamilton & Rhtina, 1980; Roberts, 1996). Like all 
offenders, sex offenders also return to the community and if community views are 
particularly negative toward them, their reintegration will be particularly difficult.  
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Understanding the processes that underlie attitudes toward the most 
challenging offender groups allows us to partition the role of issues such as fear, 
victimisation, expressive and instrumental factors. Given that all of these factors 
are relevant with serious offenders, we can then see what processes are in 
operation and what perspectives best provide a framework for understanding 
those processes. In turn, understanding attitudes and underlying processes toward 
the most vilified offender groups can provide a baseline at which to target 
interventions for increasing support for the reintegration of all offender types. As 
such, attitudes toward the reintegration of sex offenders are of particular interest 
to this thesis. Accordingly, the following section will examine attitudes towards 
sex offenders.   
 
4.4 Attitudes toward sex offenders 
 
Of all offenders, sex offenders tend to be a particularly reviled group that 
frequently arouse extreme negative emotional reactions, including disgust and 
fear (Olver & Barlow, 2010). Research has demonstrated that public attitudes 
toward sex offenders are generally negative and that there are a variety of myths 
about sex offenders that are widely held (Bogle & Chumney, 2006; Fedoroff & 
Moran, 1997). The myths may be fuelled by media attention to rare and 
exceptional incidents of sexual violence that appears to have increased and 
subsequently contributed to a moral panic and escalation in public perceptions of 
the danger posed by sex offenders (Olver & Barlow). 
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The effects of these misconceptions tend to be particularly insidious when 
it comes to sex offenders (Gelb, 2007). Although there is much literature on the 
nature of sex offending, including risk of reoffending and amenability to 
treatment, sex offenders continue to be vilified, labelled and stigmatised by the 
media (Landor, 2009). Hence, public perceptions remain focused on the notion of 
dangerous, highly recidivist and incurable offenders, resulting in negative 
attitudes towards these offenders and cries for tougher sentencing responses 
(Olver & Barlow, 2010).  
 
Further contributing to the negative portrayal of sex offenders is that the 
trend in sex offence policy continues to be punitive. For instance, many 
jurisdictions, nationally and internationally, have introduced legislation that could 
stretch or even double current maximum sentences, and that requires sex 
offenders to register for life (Robbers, 2009). Additional community notification 
and civil commitment laws tend to imply that ongoing supervision of sex 
offenders is required to prevent recidivism, because sex offenders are not able to 
change (Church et al., 2008). However, in comparison to other types of offenders 
(e.g. drug offenders or theft offenders), sex offenders have lower rates of re-
arrest, and their recidivism rates can be significantly reduced through 
behaviourally-oriented treatments (Griffin & West, 2006). Such contradictions 
suggest that public views of sex offenders may be inconsistent with factual 
information about this group. Consequently, it may be logical to expect that the 
public may come to develop a stereotyped and punitively-oriented perception of 
this group of offenders. If the public holds such staunch and apparently 
unwarranted negative attitudes, sex offenders are likely to encounter a number of 
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barriers upon their release from prison, making successful reintegration into the 
community extremely difficult. Thus, it is important to investigate attitudes 
toward this particular category of offenders so that future attempts can be made to 
promote maximal reintegration for this group of offenders.  
 
Attitudes toward sex offenders are not necessarily uniform; however the 
negative emotional response elicited by them does appear to be common 
internationally, and to exist among both public and professional groups (Olver & 
Barlow, 2010). For instance, in the UK Hogue (1993) examined attitudes toward 
sex offenders among several professional groups that interacted with sex 
offenders including police, prison officers, probation officers and psychologists. 
He utilised the Attitudes Toward Sex Offenders Scale (ATS), a 36-item measure 
adapted from Melvin and colleagues (1985) Attitudes to Prisoners (ATP) scale, 
which examines general attitudes to prisoners. Hogue adapted the ATP by 
replacing the term ‘prisoners’ with ‘sexual offenders’, and  found that police 
officers demonstrated the most negative attitudes toward sex offenders. Prison 
officers also demonstrated negative attitudes, while probation officers and 
psychologist participants held the most positive views. Results also indicated that 
prison officers who had not been involved in the delivery of sex offender therapy 
had more negative views than those who were involved in delivering such 
therapy. Such results suggest that experience and training with sex offenders can 
positively impact attitudes toward them.   
 
Hogue’s (1993) ATS measure has also been utilised by a number of other 
researchers examining attitudes toward sex offenders. Nelson, Herlihy and 
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Oescher (2002) utilised it when investigating 437 counsellors’ attitudes toward 
sex offenders and the relationship between these attitudes and counsellors’ 
experience, training, and personal characteristics. Results indicated that 
counsellors hold positive attitudes toward sex offenders and that experience, 
preparation from training, and a history of being a victim of crime were related to 
these positive attitudes. Scores were compared to participant data from Hogue’s 
(1993; n.d, as cited in Nelson et al.) studies and demonstrated that counsellor 
attitudes were significantly more positive than those of Hogue's samples (prison 
officers with and without training, probation officers/psychologists, and staff 
working with mentally disordered sex offenders in high security psychiatric 
hospitals). 
 
Looking beyond demographic differences in attitudes toward sex 
offenders, Olver and Barlow (2010) investigated the relationship between 
demographic factors, personality traits and attitudes toward sex offenders. They 
utilised a sample of 78 Canadian undergraduate students enrolled in an 
introductory psychology course. Participants were required to complete a 
demographic information sheet, the Paulhus Deception Scale: Balanced Inventory 
of Desirable Responding (PDS), and the NEO Personality Inventory Revised 
(NEO PI-R). To measure attitudes toward sex offenders, the authors developed a 
25-item survey (Attitudes toward Sex Offenders Survey), which included a brief 
definition of a sex offence and a brief definition of a sex offender, with listed 
examples. Results indicated that the majority of participants believed that the 
length of prison sentences for sex offenders was insufficient, that longer sentences 
were required to reduce sex offending, that most sex offenders go undetected, and 
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that they would prefer not to have a sex offender live in their neighbourhood. 
Participants estimated quite high rates of sexual recidivism, believing that 59% of 
sex offenders reoffended. However, a significant decline in recidivism rates (to 
42%) was expected for those offenders who had participated in treatment.    
 
In terms of the influence of respondent factors, the personality factors 
openness and agreeableness were significantly positively correlated with 
rehabilitation-oriented attitudes towards sex offenders. Specifically respondents 
scoring high on these factors were more likely to believe that offenders were 
likely to change, and that treatment could be effective in reducing recidivism. 
They also preferred alternative intervention over longer prison sentences, 
believing that offenders had a right to redeem themselves. In relation to 
demographic variables, there was generally no relationship between most of the 
demographic variables and attitudes toward sex offenders. However, female 
participants tended to expect higher recidivism rates than males. 
 
In reviewing the literature on attitudes toward sex offenders two main 
issues become evident. First, the majority of research utilises samples of either 
students or professionals, who do not necessarily reflect the type of attitudes that 
the general community may hold. Second, only one of the studies discussed above 
utilised measures that were specifically developed to investigate attitudes toward 
sex offenders. Instead, the majority of these measures have either utilised 
qualitative methods (e.g. Lea et al., 1999) or substituted the term ‘sex offender’ 
for whichever group was used in the original scales. For instance, Hogue (1993) 
replaced the term ‘prisoners’, whilst Weekes and colleagues (1995) replaced the 
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term ‘mentally ill offenders’ with 'sex offender'. However, more recent research 
has attempted to address these issues.  
 
Church and colleagues (2008) developed the Community Attitudes 
Toward Sex Offenders (CATSO) scale, as a specific tool to measure attitudes 
toward sex offenders. Utilising exploratory and subsequent confirmatory factor 
analyses, Church and colleagues found that a four-factor (social isolation, 
capacity for change, severity/dangerousness and deviancy), 18-item version of the 
questionnaire best represented the domains of interest. Balow (2008) then 
investigated three hundred and seven government corrections employees', 
including 120 probation/parole officers', attitudes toward sex offenders utilising 
this scale. Results indicated that 55.4% of participants agreed that sex offenders 
can learn to change their behaviour with supportive therapy, and 82% agreed that 
rehabilitation is valuable.  However, 82.4% of respondents believed that most sex 
offenders were dangerous, and 65% agreed that sex offenders should wear 
tracking devices upon their release from custody. Corrections officers’ attitudes 
were not found to differ from other correctional staff attitudes.  
 
Willis, Malinen and Johnston (2012) addressed the second issue by 
utilising a community sample to investigate the impact of demographic factors. 
Four hundred and one community members answered an online questionnaire 
designed to measure affective, cognitive and behavioural dimensions of their 
attitudes. Measures included the CATSO, a question asking participants to rate 
how they feel about sex offenders on a seven-point Likert scale, and a scale 
measuring social distance and anticipatory behaviour. Results indicated no 
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differences in attitudes based on age, parental status, occupation or respondents’ 
familiarity with victims and sexual offenders on any of the attitudinal dimensions 
assessed. However, differences were found for gender and education. In 
particular, females held more negative views than males on measures of affective 
and behavioural measures while individuals with higher levels of education held 
more negative attitudes on cognitive and behavioural measures. 
 
 What becomes apparent from the above is that attitudes toward sex 
offenders are complex with a number of respondent variables impacting upon 
them. For instance, those in certain occupations (e.g. police and prison officers), 
and females tend to have more negative attitudes toward sex offenders, while 
students, those with higher education levels and those with more experience with 
sex offenders tend to have more positive attitudes. In addition, attitudes toward 
sex offenders are multifaceted, with cognitive, affective and behavioural 
components. As such, any one or all of these components can be triggered and 
any attempts to change community views should target each of them.   
 
 Respondent factors are not the only influences on public attitudes. As 
noted above, certain offence types, like sex offences, trigger different responses 
from the public. However, sex offences are not homogenous, with a variety of 
behaviours and victim types. As such, it makes intuitive sense that different sex 
offences will have differing impacts upon attitudes. Accordingly, the following 
section will examine the impact of sex offence type on attitudes.  
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4.4.1  The role of offence factors  
 
Ferguson and Ireland (2006) used the ATS to study the attitudes toward 
sex offenders of 139 college undergraduate students and forensic staff. Analyses 
not only demonstrated that male participants viewed sex offenders more 
negatively than females, but that male participants distinguished between types of 
sex offenders. In particular, males differentiated between child sex offenders and 
offenders who committed stranger rape, viewing child sex offenders more 
negatively. In line with previous research by Radley (2001), Ferguson and Ireland 
suggested that these gender differences could be explained by women’s tendency 
to be more empathetic than males.  
 
Although they did not utilise the ATS, Lea, Auburn and Kibblewhite 
(1999) investigated attitudes toward sex offenders by interviewing a sample of 23 
professionals and paraprofessionals (police officers, assistant psychologists, 
probation officers and prison officers) whose work involved contact with serious 
sex offenders. They developed a semi structured interview schedule covering the 
following broad areas: employment history and nature of current employment, sex 
offenders, sex offences, treatment, and issues around working with sex offenders. 
They found that participants distinguished between two subtypes of sex offenders: 
rapists and child sex offenders. Participants believed that offenders convicted of 
rape were more violent than those who offended against a child. In addition, 
offenders convicted of rape were believed to be motivated by domination whilst 
the child sex offenders were viewed as less aggressive, and motivated by the need 
for companionship. Similar to Hogue's (1993) findings, police officers were also 
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found to hold the most negative attitudes, and they also reported having the least 
amount of experience with this population.  
 
McGhee (2008) investigated public opinion on capital punishment for sex 
offenders using data from an opinion poll conducted via telephone by OU Public 
Opinion Learning Laboratory between May and July 2007. The survey was based 
on a random sample of 504 adults aged 18 years and over. The dependant variable 
was a measure of opinions about appropriate punishments for murderers and sex 
offenders. Support for punishments was measured with a question asking 
participants if they were favour of or against the death penalty being used for 
murder/sex offenders. Participants were required to indicate their agreement on a 
three-point Likert scale. Sixty-three percent of respondents supported the death 
penalty, 19.35% did not support it, and 16% were undecided. Participants were 
then presented with a number of alternatives to the death penalty and asked to 
indicate which penalty they would choose for a number of different sex offenders. 
Alternatives included life in prison without the possibility of parole, life in prison 
with a possibility of parole, other punishments, treatment, don’t know, or 
undecided. The offender options that were presented included an aggravated 
sexual assault and child molestation, and the offender was a stranger, 
acquaintance, or family member.  
 
Results indicated that support for the death penalty ranged between 17 and 
35%, depending upon the type of sex offence. The most typical punishment 
preferred by participants was life imprisonment without parole, with a range 
between 55 and 60%, depending on the sex offence. Alternative sanctions were 
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least frequently endorsed. Finally, a number of respondent factors were found to 
be predictors of such attitudes. For all sex offences, perceptions that crime was 
increasing was a strong predictor of support for the death penalty. A number of 
demographic variables were also significant predictors of attitudes toward the 
death penalty for sex offenders. For instance, as age increased support for the 
death penalty decreased, males were more supportive of the death penalty than 
females, and participants with higher levels of education were less supportive of 
the death penalty.  
 
Weekes, Pelletier and Beaudette (1995) also examined attitudes toward 
different types of sex offenders among a professional forensic population. A 
sample of 82 corrections officers completed a scale adapted from a measure of 
views of the mentally ill to measure attitudes towards sex offenders. Sex 
offenders were perceived as being more dangerous, harmful, violent, tense, bad, 
unpredictable, mysterious, unchangeable, aggressive, weak, and irrational when 
compared to non sex offenders. In addition, sex offenders who victimised children 
were viewed as more immoral and mentally disordered than those who committed 
offences against adult women.  
 
The above studies indicate that offence characteristics do play a role in 
attitudes toward sex offenders. In particular, distinctions are made between sex 
offences with child victims and adult victims, with attitudes being more negative 
toward those with child victims. These differences in attitudes are also found 
across different demographic and occupational groups. In line with labeling 
theory, which argues that self-identity and behaviour can be influenced by the 
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terms used to describe or classify them, such attitudes can significantly impact on 
an individual’s identification as an offender and subsequently ongoing risk of 
offending. Given the significant role of the community in the reintegration 
process, this perspective is likely to be useful in an analysis of the influence 
offence types on attitudes toward the reintegration of offenders. A further area of 
interest in the current thesis is the possible impact of offender characteristics, such 
as the display of remorse. As such, the following section will examine the role of 
remorse in attitudes toward sex offenders.   
 
4.4.2  The role of offender remorse 
 
The emotion of remorse has been afforded great importance in many areas 
of human interaction (Proeve & Howells, 2006). In law for example, it may have 
the effect of mitigating the severity of sentencing (Wilkins, 1984). Equity theory, 
which suggests that the doing of harm produces inequity between the actor and 
victim, can provide an understanding of the effects of remorse. According to this 
theory, equity can be psychologically restored through mechanisms such as 
minimisation of harm, compensation of the victim, or even self-punishment 
(Klass, 1978). The emotion of remorse can also be viewed as a mechanism to 
restore equity. Schlenker and Darby (1981) found that participants were more 
likely to apologise and express remorse when the consequences of their actions 
were greater, suggesting that they were attempting to restore interpersonal equity.  
 
The display of remorse has also been found to impact upon attitudes 
toward offenders, despite the type of offence committed. For example, utilising a 
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sample of 167 randomly assigned university students from the University of 
California, Gold and Weiner (2000) found that an individual who committed 
espionage was rated as more moral and less deserving of punishment when they 
demonstrated remorse for their actions. Similarly, Taylor and Kleinke (1992) 
utilised a community sample of 320 to investigate the effects of remorse on 
judgements of a drunk driver. The expression of remorse by an intoxicated driver 
who killed a pedestrian resulted in him being viewed as more sensitive and 
responsible than a driver who expressed no remorse. However, a meta-analysis 
conducted by Proeve (2001, as cited in Proeve & Howells, 2006) demonstrated 
that the effects of remorse were larger for offences involving the breach of moral 
standards, rather than those involving personal harm (e.g. culpable driving and 
rape).  
 
Proeve and Howells (2006) utilised an Australian sample of students 
involved in justice studies (70% of whom were police officers and 2.4% 
corrections officers) to investigate the effects of remorse, shame, and criminal 
justice experience on judgements of a sex offender. Remorse had specific effects 
on judgements, including beliefs related to rehabilitation, risk of recidivism, and 
response to treatment. Hogue and Peebles (1997) also investigated the effects of 
remorse utilising a sample of professionals who worked with sex offenders or 
individuals who had been victimised by sex offenders. They found that remorse 
had a significant impact on judgements of an offender charged with rape. 
However, it is important to note that the effects of remorse were not as great as 
the effects of the intent of the offender.  
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Kleinke, Wallis and Stadler (1992) used a university sample of 98 
psychology and sociology students to investigate the effects of remorse on 
judgements of a sex offender convicted of rape. They found that rapists were 
perceived more favourably when they expressed remorse. Similarly, Drass and 
Spencer (1987) reviewed 126 pre-sentence investigation reports, where parole 
officers had the opportunity to provide their opinion of an offender's chance at 
rehabilitation. They found that probation officers considered remorse as an 
indicator of an offender's likelihood to engage in the same or similar behaviour in 
the future. This is important, as the belief that sex offenders cannot change has 
been found to affect attitudes toward sex offenders; thus it is important to 
investigate the effects of offender motivation to change and how this may affect 
attitudes toward their reintegration (Brown et al., 2008).  
 
In summary, respondent, offence and offender characteristics play a 
determining role in attitudes toward sex offenders. For instance, as demonstrated 
above, both demographic (e.g. gender, age, education) and attitudinal, knowledge 
or experience (e.g. beliefs that crime is increasing, victim status) respondent 
variables have been associated with attitudes toward sex offenders. In addition, 
offence characteristics, such as victim type, have also been found to contribute to 
more negative attitudes toward sex offenders and increased punitiveness toward 
their sanctioning. Finally, offender characteristics, such as remorse, mitigate some 
of the negativity and improve attitudes toward sex offenders.  
 
A number of factors become apparent from these findings. First, sex 
offenders, in particular those who offend against children, are often labeled as the 
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most detestable and dangerous of offenders. The labeling of these offenders as 
more abhorrent than others only serves to further stigmatise and isolate these 
offenders. This not only perpetuates the negative attitudes held toward them, but 
in line with Labeling Theory affects an offender’s sense of identity and 
subsequently increases their risk of reoffending. Further, this labeling evokes 
increased fear of victimisation among the community and a subsequent sense that 
these offenders are very dangerous and unchangeable. As evident from the 
literature discussed above, this increased fear is then associated with more 
punitive beliefs and beliefs that rehabilitative programs do not work, reinforcing 
the notion that offenders are not capable of change. However, if the community is 
given some positive information which suggests redeemability, such as the notion 
that the offender is remorseful, attitudes become less punitive and more positive, 
even toward sex offenders. Thus, understanding these attitudes is vital to realising 
what processes may be triggered, and subsequently act as barriers, when 
considering community views toward reintegration.  
 
As indicated earlier, there are limited studies investigating reintegration, 
with none that explore community views toward reintegration, and what impacts 
upon these views. The studies that do exist tend to focus on the barriers that 
offenders face when it comes to successful reintegration. Thus, the following 
section will examine the available literature in this area before moving on to 
attitudes toward the two reintegrative domains of employment and housing.   
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4.5 Attitudes towards reintegration and reintegrative domains   
 
As discussed in Chapter 2, the process of reintegration involves several 
critical domains, including employment and housing, which have been linked to 
risks of recidivism (Hanson & Morton-Bourgon, 2005; Zamble & Quinsey, 1997). 
The Model of Interactive Reintegration and Desistance and the GLM model 
reinforce the notion that in order to successfully address recidivism, one must 
promote an offender's primary goods, some of which also include the domains of 
employment, housing and community support. However, the needs and 
expectations of individuals released from custody are often highlighted as 
incongruent with the opportunities and resources available in the community into 
which they are released. For example, Helfgott (1997) investigated the 
relationship between offender needs and community opportunity in Seattle, with 
the aim of determining not only what opportunities exist, but what can be done 
locally to maximize the opportunities for offenders to successfully reintegrate into 
the community. Data were collected via telephone surveys of community 
transition organizations, employers, property managers, educational institutions, 
and the general public. The needs of offenders were also investigated via 
interviews with individuals who had contacted New Connections, a local 
transition agency, for assistance. A total of 756 participants were recruited. Six 
questionnaires were used in the study, each to collect information about a specific 
area of reintegration such as housing, employment, education, offender needs, and 
community opportunity.  
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Data from the community agencies indicated that many services were 
available to the disadvantaged in the Seattle area, but few of these agencies deal 
specifically with offenders. While a handful of agencies were found to provide 
services specifically for offenders, several of the homeless shelters that responded 
to the survey indicated that they do not serve sex offenders, primarily due to fears 
about the danger they may pose to other residents in the shelter. 
 
The offender interviews revealed that, as a group, offenders felt they have 
little support from family and friends upon release. The needs cited as most 
important were employment, housing, and substance abuse counselling. Almost 
all offenders noted that housing was the most difficult need to meet, primarily due 
to a lack of financial resources, limited credit and rental history, and 
discrimination as a result of their offender status. Employment was also 
mentioned as a difficult need to achieve.  
 
Results from the community survey demonstrated that the majority of 
participants are likely to object to having an offender as a neighbour, regardless of 
the type of crime they had committed. In addition, of those respondents who said 
they would not object to having an offender as a neighbour, most said they would 
not be likely to welcome this person to their neighbourhood nor would they be 
likely to socialize with them. Seventy-eight percent thought that enquiries 
regarding criminal history should be included on employment applications and 
64.1% thought it should be included on housing applications. The reasons cited 
for such beliefs included: protection/safety (31.3%), discrimination is 
wrong/offenders should be given a chance (21.5%), the information is necessary 
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to judge character (16.1%), and legal liability (13.9%). Finally, when respondents 
were asked about what should be done to deal with offenders who re-enter the 
community, 23.5% thought that offenders should be dealt with more punitively, 
whilst 45.1% thought they should be afforded more assistance in the 
rehabilitation/reintegration process. 
 
The results from the employer survey revealed that 62.5% of the 
employers enquire about criminal history and the main rationales for this enquiry 
was "standard policy" (40.8%), protection of employees and clients (18.4%), 
screening (18.4%), protection of property (9.2%), and public image (7.9%). The 
remaining 5.3% said they did not know. Only 22.7% said that they have made the 
decision not to employ someone as a result of their criminal history, the 
commonly cited reasons being that the particular individual caused concern 
(33.3%), they don't hire offenders as a matter of policy (14.8%), they can't license 
or bond (3.7%), or that they don't hire particular types of offenders (11.1%).  
 
In relation to previous history of hiring offenders, 23.5% had knowingly 
hired an offender in the past and the majority (67.9%) of these employers had a 
positive experience with the offender employee(s). However, of those employers 
who had hired an offender in the past, 18.5% reported that they had treated this 
employee differently in terms of supervision, pay, or benefits. In terms of future 
behaviour, 66% of participants indicated they would consider hiring an offender 
in the future; however, 83.3% said that certain crimes would cause them to 
immediately reject an applicant. The major offences listed as concerning included 
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violent crimes, sex offences, and property crimes such as theft, and 
embezzlement.  
 
Of the property managers and owners surveyed, 67% indicated that they 
enquire about criminal history on rental applications and 43% said that they 
would be inclined to reject an applicant with a criminal conviction. The crimes 
listed as particularly concerning by those who would reject an offender applicant 
included violent offences (49%), sex offences (37%), murder (19%), drug 
offences (9%), all felonies (9%), domestic violence (6%), arson (9%), and 
property offences (7%). The primary reason cited for their inclination to reject an 
applicant with a criminal history included community protection and safety, with 
the second most-offered reason being that offenders were not wanted in the 
neighbourhood due to having bad values.  
 
Finally, results from the educational institutions surveyed indicated that 
only four out of 22 institutions enquire about criminal conviction, and the primary 
rationales ranged from security and safety of students and staff to restrictions on 
practicing a particular profession if a person has a criminal 
background. Interestingly, many of the technical schools surveyed indicated that 
many of their students have been offenders.  
 
Brown, Spencer and Deakin (2008) investigated what the public think 
about the management of sex offenders in the community. Nine hundred and 
seventy-nine participants responded to either an online (predominantly 
qualitative) or postal (predominantly quantitative) questionnaire. The 
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questionnaire consisted of five main areas: what respondents perceived to be the 
dominant views in society in relation to sex offenders returning to the community, 
the responsibilities of the police and probation service in monitoring released sex 
offenders, the levels of social support available to sex offenders on release from 
prison, the respondents' attitude towards having a sex offender living in their 
community, and whether the respondents considered that rehabilitation was a 
proper aim of the criminal justice system in relation to sex offenders. Respondents 
were asked to rate their agreement with a number of statements relating to these 
areas, and there was space provided for additional comments at the end. 
Consistent with previous research, participants tended to overestimate the 
recidivism rates of sex offenders, in particular, female participants had greater 
overestimation than male participants. Participants were also found to 
differentiate between types of sex offenders, with paedophiles being demonised 
more than other sex offenders. Such results demonstrate that the public has little 
faith in the rehabilitation efforts of the criminal justice system, in particular when 
it deals with child sex offenders. As such, the public is less likely to be willing to 
accept the reintegration of sex offenders, who are perceived as highly likely to 
reoffend, into their community. However, results also indicated that participants 
accepted the fact that offenders would be released into the community and that 
they viewed forms of monitoring as a key strategy in the management of risk of 
reoffending. Participants also demonstrated beliefs that the safety of children and 
families was best secured by the marginalisation of this group of offenders rather 
than by a strategy of reintegration. Such beliefs, i.e. marginalisation reduces risk, 
are highly likely to impede the reintegration of offenders, in particular sex 
offenders.   
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Finally, Brown (1999) surveyed 312 Welsh citizens when investigating 
community attitudes towards a sex offender treatment centre being located in their 
local community. Results revealed that many participants thought the treatment of 
sex offenders was important, especially if they would eventually be released back 
into the community. However, most of the participants thought a sentence 
consisting only of treatment was unacceptable and a soft option. In addition, 
whilst many participants believed treatment was a good idea, they believed that it 
should only occur in prison and were not supportive of treatment interventions 
taking place within their communities. In relation to the effect of demographic 
factors, respondents aged under 50 years, students, and those in higher socio-
economic groups were more likely to be supportive of rehabilitative interventions 
and to view the treatment of sex offenders in a positive light. Finally, despite the 
inclination to support treatment, the majority of participants indicated they would 
not rent an apartment to a convicted sex offender.     
 
 In summary, this section has highlighted that the reintegrative needs of 
offenders do not match what the community is willing to offer them once they are 
released. For instance, the research cited demonstrates that the community is 
unlikely to employ offenders or is unwilling to have them as a neighbour. Further, 
if they find themselves having to work with or live near offenders, they are not 
likely to accept them or socialise with them.  These findings are especially true 
for those offenders convicted of sex offences, demonstrating that sex offenders 
face particular barriers to their reintegration.  
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As demonstrated in the Model of Interactive Reintegration and Desistance, 
barriers to reintegration occur on a number of proximal and policy levels. What 
becomes apparent from these findings is that the community is a significant 
barrier to the acceptance, and subsequent reintegration of sex offenders at the 
proximal level. This is evidenced by their unwillingness to be involved with 
offenders upon their release from custody, via either employment or housing. This 
raises the question of whether the patterns identified in people’s attitudes in the 
current chapter, are applicable to only proximity issues, or whether they will also 
apply to policy issues. For instance, in relation to reintegration, will the 
community also be opposed to reintegrative policies, or is it only the interactive 
side of reintegration that will activate negative views and a lack of support from 
people. The possible divide between proximity and policy is a real issue that has 
not been discussed previously and is subsequently of particular interest in the 
current thesis. 
 
It is apparent that the public prefers close monitoring and marginalisation 
of sex offenders rather than supporting their reintegration, believing that such 
strategies mitigate their risk. In contrast though, as outlined earlier, segregating 
sex offenders and minimising their opportunities for employment and housing is 
likely to have the opposite effect and increase their risk. Given that both 
employment and housing are vital domains of reintegration and are related to 
recidivism risk, the following section will explore community views toward the 
employment and housing of sex offenders.  
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4.5.2 Attitudes towards the employment of sex offenders  
 
As reported above, employers are generally unwilling to hire 
offenders (Albright & Denq, 1996; Holzer, 1996); however, there is typically 
a ‘hierarchy’ of offences they will and will not accept, with sex offender 
being at the bottom of this list (McAlinden, 2009). Therefore, the 
reintegration process is made more difficult for sex offenders who experience 
greater barriers and hurdles to gaining employment due to negative beliefs 
and stereotypes (Brown, Spencer & Deakin, 2007). However, there is 
minimal research literature that focuses explicitly on attitudes toward the 
employment of sex offenders.  Thus, the following section will outline 
studies that have investigated attitudes towards a variety of offence types, 
including sex offences. 
 
Albright and Denq surveyed 83 of 300 employers identified via 
newspaper advertisements for employees in Dallas and Houston (specifically 
chosen due to their high crime rates) and found that only 12% of employers 
agreed that they were inclined to hire an ex-prisoner. Employer willingness 
to hire an ex-prisoner was higher for those offenders with a college degree, a 
vocational trade, or completion of two training programs. In addition, 
employers were more willing to hire ex-prisoners on the basis of government 
incentives but were generally unwilling to hire an ex-prisoner convicted of a 
violent offence or crimes against children. In addition, they also found that 
attitudes were more positive when the offence was not linked to the position 
of employment. Other research has also found that offence type makes a 
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difference in hiring attitudes. Hulsley (1990, as cited in Albright & Denq, 
1996) found that employers were more likely to hire non-violent offenders 
than violent offenders, whilst Whiting and Winters (1981) found that 
offenders who have committed drug and alcohol related crimes are less likely 
to be employed than those convicted of other offences.  
 
However, despite the type of offence, Holzer (1996) found that almost 
two-thirds of employers were unwilling to employ an individual with a criminal 
record and that they were more willing to employ welfare recipients and people 
with minimal work experience. A later survey of 619 employers found that 20% 
of employers were unwilling to hire an offender and confirmed that self-reported 
willingness to hire correlated with actual hiring behaviour (Holzer, Raphael, & 
Stoll, 2003). A British study conducted by the National Association for the Care 
and Resettlement of Offenders (NACRO, 1998) also found that 42% of ex-
prisoners reported that employers cited their criminal record as the main reason 
for not employing them. Similarly, in a review of the literature, Fletcher (2001) 
found that 54% of ex-prisoners identified employer discrimination as their main 
barrier to employment. However, it is important to note that employer 
discrimination rates may be higher than suggested in the literature, as many 
employers do not explain the reasons for recruitment decisions (Ward, 2001).  
 
Graffam et al. (2004) conducted a large-scale study involving 1,181 
participants to examine the perceived employability of ex-prisoners and other 
offenders. They compared the attitudes of four participant groups comprising of 
596 employers, 234 employment service workers, 176 corrective service workers, 
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and 175 prisoners and offenders. Participants completed a questionnaire assessing 
the likelihood of a hypothetical job seeker obtaining and maintaining 
employment. Employers' ratings were the lowest of the four groups for all types 
of offenders. Employment service workers held the most positive attitudes toward 
the employability of offenders across all forensic histories, and their ability to 
maintain employment. Corrective service officers were third highest in relation to 
both gaining and maintaining employment. Graffam et al. also found that 
participants who reported positive past experiences with employment of offenders 
had more positive attitudes than those who did not have experience or who had 
negative experiences. Prisoners and offenders responded in a similar manner to 
employers, with their ratings of all forensic groups' potential for employment 
being the second lowest of all the respondent groups. This was expected due to 
research which indicates that prisoners and offenders have low confidence in their 
employability (Fletcher, 2001). Finally, apart from people with an intellectual or 
psychiatric disability, offenders were rated as being less likely than other 
disadvantaged groups to obtain and maintain employment.  
 
Varghese, Hardin, Bauer and Morgan (2010) investigated the interactive 
effect of race, criminal history and job qualifications on the perceived 
employability of hypothetical applicants. The sample consisted of 275 
undergraduate participants who were given a description of a cashier position and 
then asked to read one of 12 randomly assigned descriptions of a hypothetical 
applicant. The authors acknowledged that in a real world setting, employers 
would review more than one application; however they posited that this may have 
enabled participants to guess the purpose of the study and therefore limited 
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participants to only one application description. After reading the case studies, 
participants were then asked whether they would recommend hiring the applicant 
and if so how strongly on a scale of one to 10. In line with previous research, 
there was a significant bias in hiring applicants with a criminal history (a 
misdemeanour and a felony) compared to those without a criminal history. The 
effects of this bias were held constant regardless of race. In addition, even when 
applicants with a criminal record were recommended for employment, they 
received significantly weaker recommendations than those without a criminal 
history. However, it was also found that possessing job qualifications could 
mitigate the criminal history bias for those offenders with a misdemeanour 
charge.  
 
 In summary, offenders are faced with significant difficulty when it comes 
to gaining stable employment. The research demonstrates that most employers are 
not willing to hire offenders and if they are then offence type impacts on who they 
are willing to hire. In particular, sex offenders are least likely to be hired. This 
perpetuates a number of issues for all offenders, but in particular sex offenders. 
First, it maintains the label of ‘offender’ and the issues associated with this label. 
For instance, lack of employment limits the opportunity for an offender to create a 
new identity as not only a law abiding citizen that contributes to their family and 
community, but as a functional and self-efficacious individual with a number of 
skills. In turn, this lack of opportunity can also contribute to the integration of this 
label into their identity and subsequently increase their risk of ongoing offending 
behaviour. Second, lack of employment minimises an offender’s opportunity to 
meet pro-social individuals, and subsequently be exposed to more appropriate 
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behaviours. This further limits their opportunity to build bonds with pro-social 
and the associated institutions, which according to Social Control Theory, can act 
as constraints on offending behaviour is limited. Finally, a lack of employment 
significantly impacts an offender’s ability to establish, let alone maintain, any 
sense of financial security, which in turn affects their ability to meet the basic 
needs of food and shelter. All of these issues will subsequently impact on an 
offender’s risk of further offending. Thus, the importance of reintegration, and its 
domain of employment, becomes increasingly evident in the fight to address 
recidivism.  
 
4.5.3 Attitudes towards the housing of sex offenders 
 
The importance of stable housing is another critical aspect identified in the 
Model of Interactive Reintegration and Desistance, and as indicated above, the 
ability to achieve it can be affected by issues such as lack of employment. The 
process of securing housing is difficult across offender subgroups. However, 
public concern about the threat posed by sex offenders has inspired various 
legislation designed to reduce the risk of recidivism of sexual violence, and this 
can make this process even more difficult for this subgroup (Levenson & Cotter, 
2005). Such legislation has resulted in residency restrictions for sex offenders, 
preventing them from residing within close proximity to schools, parks, day care 
centres, and school bus stops. Within the United States, the least restrictive 
distance imposed is 500 feet (Levenson & Cotter). As such, the barriers faced by 
sex offenders are twofold: the typical difficulties faced by all offenders to find 
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appropriate housing due to having an offender ‘status’ and the additional 
residency restrictions.  
 
Clark (2007) surveyed 611 landlords in Ohio, USA, regarding their 
priorities in screening applicants and their histories and attitudes toward housing 
released offenders. The survey had 31 questions; however the three primary 
questions included: 1) “Do you now accept applicants with criminal histories”, 2) 
“If you do not accept applicants with a criminal background would you reconsider 
if the applicant was able to show that they were rehabilitated?”, 3) Do you rent to 
applicants with any of the following types of convictions: Felony, Misdemeanour, 
Drug use, Drug sales, Domestic violence, Assault, Sex Offender, Multiple 
convictions?”. Results indicated that landlords consider a number of factors when 
deciding to lease their property, including, credit, income, employment, rental 
history and offending history. Furthermore, when it comes to an offending 
history, landlords were willing to consider applicants with certain types of 
offending histories. However, these did not include offences for drug trafficking 
and sex offenders.  Finally, in respect to applicants with an offending history, 
landlords preferred evidence of rehabilitation over employment and qualifying 
income.   
 
Leger Marketing (2002) investigated community attitudes toward halfway 
houses. When asked if halfway houses threatened the safety of their community, 
only 12% of respondents believed that they did. Similarly, the Environics 
Research Group (2000, 2002) found that 16% of respondents thought their 
community was less safe. They also found that respondents were significantly 
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more likely to agree rather than disagree with the presence of halfway houses. 
However, they did express concern about halfway houses when they were 
described as institutions that housed offenders convicted of violent and sex 
offences.   
 
Despite communities appearing somewhat open and supportive to the 
notion of offenders finding appropriate housing, they often do not want to accept 
them into their neighbourhood community. For instance, the Not In My Back 
Yard (NIMBY) literature suggests that while the community recognises the need 
for human service facilities, such as prisons, homeless shelters, etc., they do not 
want to live close to them (Gibson, 2005; Martin & Myers, 2005; Myers & 
Martin, 2004). To demonstrate this, Martin and Myers (2005) investigated 
community reaction to prison siting and found that the closer the prison location 
was to their home, the more opposed residents were. Further, the main predictors 
influencing public attitudes were expectations about future crime, safety concerns, 
and beliefs that prison visitors (e.g. friends or family members) would cause 
problems in the local community. Such research supports the notion that there is a 
divide between community attitudes on a proximal and policy level. Clearly, the 
community identifies that housing is an important requirement for offenders (thus 
supporting it on a policy level); however they are not willing, or much less 
willing, to be involved in the housing of offenders on a more proximal, or 
personal level. 
 
Residency restrictions also impact upon offenders being able to find 
suitable housing and the impact of these restrictions in reducing recidivism is now 
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being widely researched, with findings being mixed. For instance, Walker, 
Golden and VanHouten (2001) found that 48% of child sex offenders lived in 
close proximity to schools compared to 26% of sex offenders who perpetrated 
against adults. However, research by Colorado Department of Public Safety 
(2004) found that those child sex offenders who re-offended did not live any 
closer to schools than those who did not re-offend. The Minnesota Department of 
Correction (2003) found that sex offenders were more likely to travel to another 
neighbourhood where they could seek victims without being recognised, which 
suggests that proximity and accessibility do not increase risk of reoffending.  
 
It is understandable that public safety and child protection are the primary 
considerations of such residency restriction policies. However, concerns have 
been raised that such mandates can exacerbate the already difficult housing 
opportunities for sex offenders. In addition, they may force offenders to move to 
more rural areas, where employment opportunities may be scarce, further 
impeding reintegration attempts (Minnesota Department of Correction, 2003). It 
has also been suggested that such restrictive policies can lead to increased risk of 
recidivism as they aggravate stressors such as isolation, disempowerment, shame, 
depression and anxiety, and lack of social support (Edwards & Hensley, 2001; 
Freeman-Longo, 1996).  
 
The difficulties posed by such legislation are evidenced in the research of 
Levenson and Cotter (2005). Of the sex offenders interviewed, 50% reported that 
proximity restrictions had forced them to move from where they were residing, 
25% were prevented from residing with supportive family members, and a large 
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proportion also reported that these restrictions created financial hardship in 
addition to a lack of stability. The difficulty in obtaining housing for this 
offending subgroup can also be evidenced by the fact that in Australia there are a 
number of sex offenders under extended supervision who have no choice but to be 
housed within the boundaries of a prison, and under restricted living conditions. 
In this environment, there is also non-existent or minimal opportunity for 
educational, vocational or recreational activities (Adult Parole Board, 2007). 
These occurrences are in contrast with the tenets of the GLM model and the 
process of reintegration, where vocation and suitable accommodation are vital 
factors. 
 
As evident from these results, offenders face a variety of obstacles to the 
reintegration process. However, it does appear that certain groups of offenders 
experience more difficulty than others. When compared to other subgroups of 
offenders, the high level of anxiety about sex offenders and their perceived risk to 
society highlights more embedded and problematic issues with regard to their 
reintegration (Brown et al., 2008). It appears as though the community believes 
that the security and safety of children and families is best secured by the 
marginalisation of this group of offenders, rather than the implementation of 
strategies to assist in reintegration, which can minimise risk of reoffending 
(Brown et al.). As McAlinden (2007) concluded, respondents in her study were 
reluctant to "acknowledge an obligation on the part of society to assist in sex 
offender reintegration" (p. 7). Rather, many respondents argued for harsher 
punishments and more stringent controls in the community. Thus, what becomes 
apparent from these results is that a significant divide exists between beliefs 
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associated with levels of proximity and policy. For instance, although the 
community may agree that housing is important for offenders, this belief is 
undermined by their fear and concern about risk, particularly risk of harm to 
children. Thus, support for housing on a proximal level diminishes.  
 
The dominant narrative related to the child sex offender appears to be that 
they are irredeemable. This is exemplified by the research of Brown and 
colleagues (2008) who found that negative attitudes were related to a belief that 
sex offenders are not amenable to rehabilitation. This suggests a link between 
attitudes toward the effectiveness of rehabilitation and attitudes toward 
reintegration, in that if people believe that rehabilitation is effective then they are 
more likely to accept offenders into the community. However, if the public 
believe that the offender is not amenable to change and rehabilitation (or perhaps 
has already been rehabilitated), the perceived risk of release into the community 
increases, and the public will become more reluctant to accept them. It will also 
be of particular interest to this thesis to see if this relationship between 
redeemability and acceptance applies at both a proximity and policy level.  
 
4.6 Chapter Summary  
  
This chapter explored community attitudes toward a number of crime and 
justice related factors and highlighted that such attitudes are a vital aspect of the 
reintegration process. On one level, these community attitudes (even perceived 
attitudes) can influence policy, such as more punitive sentencing approaches. On 
a secondary level, they can affect the personal experiences of offenders by 
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limiting their reintegration options, such as access to suitable employment and 
housing. Although research has established that the public continues to hold 
punitive attitudes, these appear to be decreasing and the public is subsequently 
becoming more supportive of rehabilitative alternatives to imprisonment.  
 
A number of factors found to influence these community attitudes were 
also discussed. The respondent factors identified within the literature that impact 
community attitudes include demographic, expressive factors, instrumental 
factors, and more recently core belief factors. Typically, results regarding gender 
have been mixed, but when they have been found, men tend to be more punitive 
than women. Punitive attitudes have also been found amongst parents and tend to 
increase with age. In contrast, individuals from higher income brackets and those 
that are more educated tend to be less punitive.  
 
Investigations into expressive factors generally focus on knowledge of the 
CJS and beliefs about crime salience. Results typically demonstrate that the 
public tends to have poor confidence in the criminal justice system, such as the 
courts and prison system. In line with such thoughts, the most frequently repeated 
finding in the literature is the belief that crime rates are increasing or that they are 
higher than they actually are.  Subsequently these beliefs often lead to more 
punitive attitudes, and beliefs that sentencing is too lenient. 
 
In relation to instrumental factors, the two most commonly explored areas 
include the impact of and victim status and fear of crime on punitive views. 
Results typically show a link between increased fear of crime and more punitive 
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views; however, the findings investigating the impact of victim status often show 
that victims don’t hold differing attitudes or increased levels of punitiveness from 
non-victims.  
 
Finally, core belief factors are the most recent respondent variables 
explored within the literature, with particular focus on beliefs about the causes of 
crime and beliefs in redeemability. Overall, research has found that individuals 
who hold situational beliefs about crime (rather than dispositional views) and 
those who believe offenders are capable of change (redeemability) hold less 
punitive views.  
 
Overall, as demonstrated by the Model of Interactive Reintegration and 
Desistance, all of these respondent factors are likely to influence community 
willingness to be involved in the reintegration process. Thus, gaining a better 
understanding of how these variables may impact community views toward 
reintegration is a vital first step in not only understanding the communities’ 
preparedness to support reintegration, but what factors can be addressed to 
improve support if required.  
 
Despite the majority of research investigating what impacts punitive 
attitudes, this chapter also demonstrated that the public is not as punitive as 
governments, policy makers and the CJS believe. In fact, research investigating 
public views toward alternatives to imprisonment has revealed that individuals are 
likely to choose alternatives to imprisonment when presented with viable options. 
However, this chapter has also highlighted that there is a distinction between 
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community attitudes and support on a proximity and policy level. For instance, 
the community may support the notion of employment and housing for offenders, 
but when it comes to actually being personally involved by working or living near 
offenders, they are less supportive and willing. This distinction is evident in the 
Model of Interactive Reintegration and Desistance, where barriers to reintegration 
fall into a number of proximity and policy levels. Thus, investigating if this divide 
exists for community views toward reintegration is of particular interest in this 
thesis. 
 
The current chapter also established that the type of offence can impact 
upon community attitudes. Predominantly, the public hold more negative and 
more punitive attitudes toward sex offenders, and are least sympathetic to their 
rehabilitative and reintegrative needs. Although all sex offenders are regarded in 
this negative light, those that offend against children are a particularly vilified 
subgroup. Thus, these offenders are often shamed in a disintegrative manner, and 
stigmatised, leaving them particularly susceptible to the issues associated with 
labeling theory, such as secondary deviance (the adoption of an offending 
identity) and ongoing offending behaviour. Further, the label of ‘sex offender’ 
appears to evoke increased fear about risk of victimisation and a belief that sex 
offenders cannot change. 
 
However, certain offender characteristics have been found to mitigate 
some of the effects of these negative public views. The expression of remorse is 
one such offender characteristic, which often results in more favourable views 
toward offenders in general, despite the offence committed, and in more lenient 
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sentencing. Perhaps, the expression of remorse is perceived to demonstrate that an 
offender has changed and as such assists to de-label them as an offender and 
minimises the fear associated with the label. 
 
Finally, this chapter highlighted that attitudes held by members of the 
public can affect their willingness to assist offenders with reintegration and 
reintegrative domains of employment and housing. Research has highlighted the 
unwillingness of employers to hire offenders, or landlords to approve housing 
applications. Such behaviours can also serve to unintentionally limit the 
environmental opportunities and resources that support the development of an 
offence free lifestyle. For instance, the limitation of such opportunities ensures 
that offenders continue to be marginalised and subsequently the ‘offender’ label is 
likely to remain. It also limits their opportunity to form bonds with pro-social 
people and institutions, which can act as constraints on offending behaviour, and 
minimises exposure to positive behaviours they can emulate. Furthermore, these 
issues have been found to be particularly true for sex offenders, creating greater 
barriers for this subgroup. 
 
Despite the impacts community attitudes can have on the reintegration 
process, there is a paucity of research specifically focusing on community views 
toward offender reintegration. The current thesis aims to address this gap in the 
research literature by focusing on community views toward the reintegration of 
offenders who have been convicted of various crimes, in particular sex offences. 
The following chapter will present the aims and hypothesis and outline how it will 
address these aims by reviewing the methodology.    
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CHAPTER FIVE: THE CURRENT STUDY 
 
Discussion in chapter one highlighted that the current response to crime, a 
combination of punishment and rehabilitation, does not adequately address the 
issue of recidivism. Despite tougher sentencing approaches, increasing 
incarceration lengths and the significant advances made in the area of 
rehabilitation with the Risk Need Responsivity Model and the Good Lives Model, 
up to 50% of offenders continue to return to custody or Community Correction 
Services. Thus, as demonstrated by these figures, punishment and rehabilitation 
efforts are only successful in up to 50% of cases, with some offenders even found 
to naturally desist with time. The economic pressures associated with recidivism, 
such as the cost of expanding prison populations, have also received increased 
attention, raising awareness of both the social and economic costs to the 
community of not providing support for lifestyle changes in order to break the 
offending cycle (Graffam, et al., 2004). As such, a renewed emphasis on the 
reintegration of offenders in the community is emerging.  
 
 The review in chapter two introduced the notion of reintegration and 
proposed a new definition, which sees it as an ongoing psychosocial process 
whereby opportunities for the offender to construct functional, personally-
fulfilling, and responsible participation in wider society are sought. It also 
presented reintegration as a dynamic process, involving the individual and 
community in a reciprocal relationship. In this bi-directional interaction, the 
community must be ready and able to allow the offender to participate at an 
equivalent level to other law-abiding citizens, and the offender must be ready and 
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able to participate in society as a law-abiding citizen.  
 
Next, a number of theoretical perspectives were reviewed, which included 
Reintegrative Shaming Theory (RST), Labeling Theory (LT), Social Learning 
Theory (SLT), Social Control Theory (SCT), Cognitive Transformation Theory 
(CTT), Life Course Theory (LCT), and finally, Ecological Systems Theory 
(EST). It was argued that these theories provide an understanding of the 
underpinning mechanisms of reintegration and how it can assist the desistance 
process. First, RST and LT demonstrated how being labeled and segregated from 
the pro-social community can lead to the incorporation of an offending identity 
and subsequent acceptance and affiliation with antisocial peers, increasing risk of 
recidivism. Second, taken together, the remainder of the theories demonstrate the 
importance of a pro-social environment, in which peers can role model, encourage 
and reinforce pro-social behaviours and discourage anti-social offenders. Further, 
they show how strong bonds with family, friends and social institutions can act as 
constraints on offending behaviour and provide opportunities for offenders to 
transform their thinking patterns to create a new identity. Finally, they 
demonstrate that people are part of a complex structure of environments, with 
both influencing each other and the offender desistance process. Successful 
reintegration provides an environment in which the underlying principles of these 
theories can be adhered to and subsequently increase the chances of desistance. 
Thus, it was argued that reintegration provides the missing piece in the recidivism 
puzzle.  
 
 
200 
 
 Chapter three elaborated on these theoretical discussions of reintegration 
by turning its focus toward the practical side of reintegration. In particular, it 
reviewed the reintegrative needs of offenders, which, in line with the Model of 
Interactive Reintegration and Desistance (proposed in chapter two), revealed that 
the domains of housing, employment, education and interpersonal supports were 
of great importance. It was concluded that most often, offenders report the 
greatest difficulty with achieving stable employment and housing. Thus the 
remainder of the chapter focused on reviewing the literature on employment and 
housing, which demonstrated that difficulties in these areas were linked to 
recidivism.        
  
Given that both employment and housing rely on community support and 
willingness to provide opportunities for offenders to access these domains, 
chapter four reviewed the literature on community attitudes toward a number of 
justice related issues. It commenced with a review of factors that influence 
community attitudes, including respondent factors such as demographic factors, 
expressive factors, instrumental factors, and core belief factors. Next, community 
attitudes toward punishment, rehabilitation and community sanctions were 
explored, revealing that the public is not as punitive as portrayed and that they are 
willing to support alternatives to imprisonment. Chapter four then reviewed 
attitudes toward offenders, demonstrating that the community hold particularly 
negative views toward sex offenders, especially those with child victims. 
However, to a certain degree, offender characteristics such as remorse were found 
to mitigate these negative attitudes. Finally, it highlighted that attitudes held by 
members of the public can affect their willingness to assist offenders with 
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reintegration and the reintegrative domains of employment and housing.  
 
These introductory chapters also highlighted a number of issues within the 
literature. First, while there is a range of literature addressing the rehabilitative 
needs of offenders, chapters two and three demonstrated that few studies have 
explored reintegration needs and the factors that can impact upon successful 
reintegration, such as community attitudes and acceptance. Indeed, no research 
has systematically examined community attitudes toward the reintegration of 
offender groups. Finally, chapter four identified that the literature examining 
attitudes toward offenders has typically utilised limited samples of particular 
occupations (e.g. police and counsellors) and students, and the findings are not 
able to be generalised to the wider community.  
 
In short, the introductory chapters argued that punishment and 
rehabilitation are not doing enough to address recidivism and that reintegration is 
a vital piece of the desistance puzzle. Further, given that the public is not as 
punitive as commonly believed, and is open to alternatives to imprisonment, this 
may be an opportune time to introduce and promote reintegration. The review of 
the literature also identified a number of respondent, offence and offender factors 
which impact upon attitudes. As a result, these factors become pertinent to this 
thesis, as they can affect community attitudes toward reintegration. Thus, given 
that there is no research into how the community feels about reintegration and 
what affects its attitudes, the need for a study like the present one is clear.  
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The current study will therefore be Australia's first examination of 
community views toward the reintegration of offenders and will assess the role of 
respondent, offence and offender factors in attitude formation. The primary aim of 
the present study is to expand knowledge of community attitudes toward 
reintegration and to examine the multiple, complex and dynamic variables 
influencing these attitudes. Particular focus will be afforded to the reintegrative 
domains of employment and housing, which chapter four demonstrated were two 
of the most difficult domains of reintegration to obtain/achieve. Further, given 
that the Model of Interactive Reintegration and Desistance (presented in Chapter 
Two) and review in Chapter Four highlighted a divide between community 
attitudes on a proximity and policy level, the reintegrative domains will be 
separated into proximity and policy elements. ‘Proximity’ issues therefore refer to 
the public’s willingness to be personally involved in the reintegration process, for 
example by working with or living near an offender. ‘Policy’ questions on the 
other hand, refer to the public’s willingness to support policies related to the 
employment and housing of offenders.  Specific attention is also paid to the sex 
offending population given that chapter four demonstrated that attitudes are more 
negative towards them. It is posited that if we can understand attitudes toward the 
reintegration of sex offenders, appropriate recommendations can be made for how 
to improve them. Subsequently, if we can demonstrate which areas need to be 
targeted to improve reintegrative attitudes toward the most vilified of offenders, 
we can improve attitudes toward all offenders.  
   
The study will utilise a random community sample to investigate how the 
community feels about reintegration and how they prioritise it compared to 
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sentencing goals such as punishment and rehabilitation. Next, the impact and 
contribution of respondent, offender and offence characteristics will be explored. 
Respondent factors include demographic variables such as gender, age, parental 
status, education level, and income. In addition the impact of expressive, 
instrumental and core belief factors will be investigated. Offender characteristics 
include the display of remorse, gender, completion of rehabilitation programs, and 
prior offending history. Finally, the offence characteristics include the nature of 
the offence, which will be broken down into generic offence (where the type of 
offence is not specified), contact sex offences against children and adult victims, 
and non-contact sex offences of child pornography. Utilising predictive analyses, 
these variables will also be used to assist in testing a predictive model of 
community attitudes toward reintegration and to determine if this model is 
invariant across offence type.  
 
A secondary aim will be to determine where the community 'draws the 
line', in terms of the type of offenders they are willing to accept back into the 
community and why. For example, is the community more accepting of the 
reintegration of sex offenders with adult or child victims? Understanding 
cognitive and emotional reactions to sex offenders provides valuable information 
for implementing tailored strategies, policies and programs that can build support 
in the community for reintegration, ameliorate adverse reactions, and foster 
positive community reintegration as an alternative to community notification.  
 
As demonstrated by the theories outlined in Chapter Three and the Model 
of Interactive Reintegration and Desistance, the community is a key aspect of the 
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reintegration process and the desistance process. More specifically, without the 
development of a strong bi-directional relationship or bond between the 
community and offender, reintegration cannot be considered successful. Further, 
given that the Tri-Ethnic Centre for Prevention Research and their Community 
Readiness Model note that any new initiatives must be appropriate for the current 
level of acceptance within a community, it is vital to understand if the community 
is ready to accept and be involved in the reintegration process (Edwards, et al., 
2000). Thus, to ensure the best chance of successful implementation of new 
initiatives, such as offender reintegration, such initiatives should be matched with 
communities that are most likely to support reintegration. Accordingly, the 
specific aims of this thesis are as follows: 
 
5.1 Research Aims 
 
1) To identify the level of community support for reintegration. In particular 
to determine how reintegration is prioritised compared to other sentencing 
goals, such as punishment and rehabilitation.  
 
2) To identify the level of community support for the ‘employment’ and 
‘housing’ domains of offender reintegration at both a ‘policy’ and 
‘proximity’ level  
 
 
3) To identify if the provision of information regarding offender 
characteristics (both positive and negative) will impact upon community 
support for the reintegrative domains on both a proximity and policy level  
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4) To identify if the provision of information regarding offence types 
(generic offender versus various sex offences) impacts on community 
support for the reintegrative domains on both a proximity and policy level 
 
5) To identify respondent factors that may predict community support for 
reintegration, in order to build a predictive model of offender reintegration 
 
6) To identify if the respondent factors that are found to predict community 
support for reintegration, vary as a consequence of offence type.  
 
5.2  Research Hypotheses  
 
To address aim one, the first set of analyses will investigate how the 
community prioritises the goals of sentencing, with particular focus on how 
punishment, rehabilitation and reintegration are prioritised.  
 
Hypothesis 1: The literature reviewed in chapter one and chapter four 
demonstrated that the public will often prioritise punishment over rehabilitation 
when asked what the primary aim of the CJS should be. As such, it is 
hypothesised that: 
(a) When asked to prioritise the goals of sentencing, participants will first 
prioritise punishment, then rehabilitation.  
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Further, given that reintegration is not a listed goal of sentencing in any 
Australian jurisdiction, it is also hypothesised that: 
(b) Reintegration will be given the lowest priority.  
 
To address aim two, the second set of analyses will investigate whether 
the community differentiates between reintegration on a policy level and 
proximity level. Specifically, it will determine if individuals are more likely to 
support reintegrative policies related to the domains of employment and housing 
compared to personal willingness to be involved in the reintegration process on 
these domains (proximity). 
 
Hypothesis 2: In line with the literature reviewed in chapter four on the 
NIMBY phenomenon, it is hypothesised that: 
(a) Participants will be more likely to support reintegration policies relating 
to the domains of employment and housing than they will be willing to be 
personally involved (proximity) in the reintegration process via working 
with or living near an offender.  
 
Further, it is suggested that employment can be considered a more socially 
distant domain than housing; therefore it is also hypothesised that: 
(b) Participants will be more supportive of the employment domain than the 
housing domain on both a proximity and policy level.  
  
To address aim three, the third set of analyses will explore whether 
participants differentiate between different offender characteristics when 
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determining their level of support for the reintegrative domains on both a 
proximity and policy level.  
 
Hypothesis 3: Chapter four demonstrated that providing information about 
offender characteristics can alter attitudes toward offenders. As such, it is 
anticipated that providing more specific information about offender 
characteristics will impact on participants’ level of support for the reintegrative 
domains at both a policy and proximity level. Specifically, it is hypothesised that: 
a) Participants will have a greater level of support for female offenders than 
male offenders 
b) Participants will have a greater level of support for rehabilitated 
offenders than generic offenders 
c) Participants will have a greater level of support for remorseful offenders 
than generic offenders 
d) Participants will have a greater level of support for a generic offender 
than a recidivist offender  
 
To address aim four, the fourth set of analyses will explore whether 
participants will differentiate between different offence types when determining 
their level of support for the reintegrative domains on both a policy and proximity 
level.  
 
Hypothesis 4: Chapter four revealed that attitudes toward sex offenders, in 
particular those with child victims, are more negative than those toward other 
offence types. Therefore it is anticipated that providing more specific information 
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about the type of offence will impact on participants’ level of support for the 
reintegrative domains on both a policy and proximity level. More specifically, it 
is hypothesised that: 
(a) Participants will be more likely to support reintegration, on a 
proximity and policy level, for the generic offender than the different 
sex offences.  
(b) Participants will have the least amount of support for the sex offender 
with a child victim on the reintegrative domains, both on a proximity 
and policy level.  
 
To address aim five, the fifth set of analyses will seek to identify the 
predictors of community support for reintegration. Specifically, Maruna and 
King’s (2004) predictive model of public support for community penalties will be 
applied. Model applicability will be investigated on both the policy and proximity 
levels.  
 
Hypothesis 5: Maruna and King’s (2004) predictive model of public 
support for community penalties will be applicable to reintegration 
at a policy and proximity level: 
a) Demographic factors (age, gender, parental status, level of 
education, and income) will be significantly predictive  
b) Instrumental factors (fear of crime, prior victimisation) will add 
significant predictive ability to a model containing demographic 
factors alone 
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c) Expressive-emotive factors (confidence in the criminal justice 
system, crime salience) will add significant predictive ability to a 
model containing demographic, and instrumental factors alone 
d)  Core belief factors (belief about cause of crime, belief in 
redeemability) will add significant predictive ability to a model 
containing demographic, instrumental and expressive-emotive 
factors alone 
 
To address aim six, the final set of analyses will seek to identify if offence 
type impacts on the predictors of community support for reintegration at a 
proximity and policy level.  
 
Hypothesis 6: There is no current research addressing whether the 
variables predicting attitudes toward criminal justice issues change as a result of 
offence type. Therefore this hypothesis is exploratory and non-directional in 
nature. However, given that chapter four demonstrated offence type can impact 
upon attitudes toward offenders, e.g. attitudes toward sex offenders are more 
negative than toward other offence types it is hypothesised that the predictors of 
community support for reintegration will vary across offence type.   
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5.3  Method 
 
5.3.1  Design  
 
The current study primarily utilised a within subjects repeated measures 
design. It is acknowledged that a repeated measures design typically refers to 
measuring the effect of a variable across different time points. However, an 
alternate type of repeated measures design involves the exposure of participants to 
different conditions and measures the response as each condition (Von Ende, 
2001). Here, a repeated measures design was utilised to test mean differences and 
account for the variance covariance structure. As such, repetitions refer to 
‘conditions’ (e.g. offence type on the conditions of employment proximity, 
employment policy, housing proximity and housing policy domains) rather than 
different time points. Thus,   
 
5.3.2 Participants 
 
The final sample was comprised of 1964 Victorian participants over the 
age of 18 years who were recruited via the purchase of a commercial list of 
randomly selected names and addresses of Victorian residents.  There were 1,035 
females and 927 males (2 participants did not identify their sex) in the sample 
with a mean age of 54.03 years (SD=14.99). The sample was generally 
representative of the Victorian population; however, there were some notable 
differences. For instance, the sample did under represent respondents aged 18-24 
years and over represent those aged over 54 years.  Such differences were 
considered during the interpretation of the results and the possible limitations 
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associated with the sample are discussed in the discussion section. Table 1 
compares the research study’s sample and the relevant Victorian population. 
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Table 1 
Sample characteristics compared to the relevant Victorian population 
Characteristic  Sample (%) 2011 Census data (%) 
Gender   
 Male 47.3 49.4 
 Female 52.6 50.6 
 Missing 0.1 - 
Age*   
 18-24 4.8 13.0 
 25-54 46.2 54.6 
 55-64 24.8 14.5 
 65 and over 24.2 18.0 
 Missing 0.8 - 
Income**   
 $1-$499 per week 22.5 14.4 
 $500-$999 per week 28.7 20.8 
 $1000 or over per 
week 
29.6 33.2 
 $2000 or over per 
week 
14.6 20.5 
 Missing 5.6 - 
Education**   
 Year 10 or below 16.4 21.9 
 Year 11 or 12 22.2 24.8 
 Certificate 16.8 13.9 
 Diploma 13.1 7.7 
 Bachelor Degree or 
above 
30.8 18.1 
 Missing 0.7 - 
*May not add up to 100% due to rounding, ** 2006 Census data utilised as 2011 census data not 
completely released at time of writing  
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5.3.3 Materials 
 
Participants completed a questionnaire containing five sections. Section A 
sought demographic information; Section B sought participant knowledge and 
experience of the criminal justice system; Section C asked questions about the 
employment of a person with a criminal record; Section D asked questions 
regarding the housing of a person with a criminal record; and Section E asked 
questions concerning general views toward the criminal justice system (CJS). The 
majority of questions asked participants to record their level of agreement with 
statements using a seven point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree and 7 = strongly 
agree). An opportunity to make further comments was provided at the end of each 
section, excluding Section A.  
 
In order to minimise the likelihood that the order of questioning would 
result in any unintended or systematic participant response effects (e.g. due to 
fatigue or priming from previous sections), four versions of the questionnaire 
were utilised in the study, alternating the position of the five sections.  
 
5.3.4  Measures 
 
5.3.4.1  Dependant variables  
 
To measure community views toward the goals of sentencing participants 
were asked to prioritise seven goals of sentencing: ‘To punish offenders’ 
(punishment), ‘To make the community safer’, To act as an example, to deter 
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others from committing crimes’ (general deterrence), To deter the offender from 
committing further crimes’ (specific deterrence), ‘To rehabilitate offenders’ 
(rehabilitation), ‘To provide a measure of seriousness of different crimes’, and ‘To 
help offenders live productive lives after they have served their sentence’ 
(reintegration). Maruna and King (2004) noted that asking participants to 
prioritise goals of sentencing may not necessarily represent their true views as 
they are forced to prioritise one goal over another, when they may actually 
prioritise more than one goal equally. To address this issue, participants were 
given the option to use the same priority number more than once. 
 
To measure community support for the reintegrative domain of 
employment on a proximity level, participants were asked to indicate their level of 
comfort in working with a person with a criminal record using a scale ranging 
from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). 
 
To measure community support for the reintegrative domain of housing 
on a proximity level, participants were asked to indicate their level of comfort in 
living near a person with a criminal record using the same Likert scale response 
format. 
 
To measure community support for the reintegrative domain of 
employment on a policy level, participants were asked to indicate their level of 
support for the government helping a person with a criminal record with regard to 
employment.  They responded using the scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) 
to 7 (strongly agree). 
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To measure community support for the reintegrative domain of housing 
on a policy level, participants were asked to indicate, using the same seven point 
Likert scale, their level of support for the government helping a person with a 
criminal record with regard to housing.  
 
To measure overall support for reintegration, two new variables were 
computed, Reintegration Proximity and Reintegration Policy. The Reintegration 
Proximity variable was computed by adding the response to the ‘level of comfort 
to work with an offender’ variable and the response to ‘level of comfort to live 
near an offender’ variable, and then dividing by two. The Reintegration Policy 
variable was computed by adding the ‘level of support for government assistance 
with offender employment’ variable and the ‘level of support for government 
assistance for offender housing’ variable, and then dividing by two.     
 
5.3.4.2  Independent variables 
 
5.3.4.2.1 Participant independent variables       
 
In line with the previously discussed research of Tyler and Boeckmann 
(1997) and Maruna and King (2004) participant variables were divided into four 
categories: Demographic factors, Instrumental factors, Expressive-emotive factors 
and Core beliefs.  
 
Demographic factors included participant gender, age, parental status, 
income, and education recorded in Section A of the questionnaire.  
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Instrumental factors included fear of crime and prior victimisation. Fear of 
crime was measured by asking participants to indicate their level of agreement 
with the statement: “I fear I could one day be a victim of crime”. Prior 
victimisation was measured by asking participants to indicate if they, or someone 
they knew well, had ever been a victim of crime. 
 
Expressive-emotive factors included Global crime salience and 
Confidence in the criminal justice system (CJS). To measure global crime 
salience, participants were asked to indicate their level of agreement with the 
statement “Crime in Victoria has increased in the last two years” on a scale 
ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). To measure confidence 
in the CJS, participants were asked to indicate their level of agreement with the 
statement “Most people have confidence in the criminal justice system”, using the 
same response format.  
 
Core beliefs included Belief about the causes of crime and Belief in 
redeemability. To measure beliefs about the causes of crime, participants were 
asked to respond to an open ended question “What do you think are the major 
causes of crime in our community?” To measure belief in redeemability, 
participants were asked to indicate their level of agreement with the statement 
“Rehabilitation programs can reduce a person’s reoffending behaviour” using  a 
seven point scale response format, with 1 indicating strong disagreement and 7 
indicating strong agreement. 
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5.3.4.2.2  Offender variables  
 
Offender variables included gender, the presence of a criminal history, the 
expression of remorse, and the completion of a rehabilitation program. 
Participants were asked to indicate their level of comfort about working with or 
living near an offender who was male, female, had a history of multiple crimes, 
was remorseful, or had completed a rehabilitation program using a response 
format ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). 
 
5.3.4.2.3  Offence variables  
 
Offence variables included an unspecified/generic offence and three levels 
or types of sex offences: sexual assault involving physical contact against an 
adult, sexual assault involving physical contact against a child, and a non-contact 
sex offence of accessing child pornography. Participants were asked two 
questions to indicate their level of comfort with working with an offender and 
their level of comfort with living near an offender convicted of the unspecified 
offence and each of the sex offences using a response format ranging  from 1 
(strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). 
 
5.3.5 Procedure 
 
Ethics approval for the current study was sought and granted by the 
Deakin University Human Ethics Advisory Group - Faculty of Health, Medicine, 
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Nursing and Behavioural Sciences (HEAG-H 99/09). Please see Appendix One 
for details.  
 
The researchers developed the questionnaire based on the research aims, 
utilising the available research literature. A pilot study was conducted using a 
sample of 50 participants over the age of 18 years who were recruited by 
researchers involved in the study via a snowball sampling technique. The aim of 
the pilot study was to check that the questionnaire was valid, e.g. the questions 
measured the intended research domains, that the questions were unambiguous, 
and to ensure any issues with language and formatting were addressed. Two 
revisions of the questionnaire were completed during the pilot study. 
 
Once the questionnaire was finalised, 12,000 Victorian residents over the 
age of 18 years were randomly selected from a database provided by a 
commercial agency. This database was sourced from publicly available data and 
is fully privacy compliant as per the requirements detailed in the National Privacy 
Principles released by the Privacy Commissioner. The database has also been 
'washed', removing addresses of residents who did not want to receive unsolicited 
material. The number of records was driven by the budget of the research study as 
well as an anticipated response rate of approximately 10%.  
 
The questionnaires, with the accompanying reply paid envelopes, were 
packed into envelopes, sealed and mailed to the addresses provided by the 
database in a staggered mail-out. The questionnaire was mailed to all 12,000 
potential participants.  A cover letter and Plain Language Statement explained the 
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nature and purpose of the current study, and the requirements of participants 
(Please see Appendix Two for Plain Language Statement and Appendix Three for 
the questionnaire). Participants were invited to complete the questionnaire, and to 
return the packaged materials to the researcher in the reply-paid, self-addressed 
envelope provided to them. Participants were advised that their involvement was 
voluntary and informed consent would be indicated by the return of the 
questionnaire. 
  
Two thousand six hundred and twenty-nine questionnaires were returned, 
representing a total response rate of 21.9%. The average response rate for studies 
utilising data collected from individuals has been found to be approximately 50% 
with a standard deviation of approximately 20 (Baruch & Holtom, 2008), thus the 
response rate for the current study appears a little low. It is suggested that the 
response rate may have been negatively influenced by the length of the 
questionnaire, the sensitive nature of the topic, that there was no evident benefit to 
the participant, and the fact that no response reminders were sent to participants 
(Dillman, Sincalair & Clark, 1993; Edwards, et al, 2002).  
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CHAPTER SIX: RESULTS 
 
6.1  Quantitative data coding  
 
Upon receipt of the questionnaire, the demographic information and 
quantitative responses provided in the questionnaire were entered into the 
Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) Version 20.0 program in 
preparation for analysis. 
 
6.2 Qualitative data coding  
 
Qualitative responses to the Beliefs about the causes of crime item were 
coded into categories. An initial 88 categories (e.g., Genetics, Lack of Discipline, 
Financial Difficulty, Drugs and Alcohol, Greed, and Media) were developed by 
the researcher and three colleagues. The categories were driven by the data and 
literature. The researcher and two colleagues then coded the first 100 responses 
independently and met to compare and discuss discrepancies. This process was 
undertaken a total of five times with consecutive sets of 100 responses until a 
consistent understanding of the categories and the type of responses that should 
go into each was reached. Based on this process, the categories were refined and 
the first 500 responses were effectively coded as a group. The remaining 1932 
responses were divided between the researcher and colleagues with each person 
coding 644 responses independently. From here, 250 randomly chosen (using the 
Microsoft Excel randomisation function) responses (10.3%) were assessed for 
inter-rater reliability. Any category that achieved less than 50% inter-rater 
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reliability was removed and made unavailable for further analysis. The result was 
a total of 63 categories and an average three way inter-rater reliability of 84.9%.  
 
A further reduction of the remaining 63 categories was undertaken to re-
categorise them as either “Dispositional” or “Situational”. ‘Dispositional’ was 
defined as internal characteristics that reside within the individual, while 
‘situational’ was defined as outside influences that stem from the environment or 
social circumstances of the individual. Two people coded the 63 categories 
independently, and the inter-rater reliability for this process was 98%. Reponses 
to the Belief about the causes of crime item were then coded in SPSS 20.0 into a 
new variable with three levels: mentioning a dispositional cause (1), mentioning a 
situational cause (2) or mentioning both causes (3). In order to use this categorical 
variable in later regression analysis, it was then re-coded into two new 
dichotomous dummy variables.  
 
6.3 Data screening and preparation  
  
6.3.1 Preliminary Data Analysis 
 
Data was initially screened for responses that were outside the expected 
values utilising SPSS Descriptives. Minimum and maximum scores for all 
variables were checked and no abnormalities were found.  
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6.3.2 Missing data 
 
Descriptive analyses were run to determine what percentage of values was 
missing from each variable. Most variables had less than 5% missing data; 
however, there were two exceptions to this. First, three out of four questions 
relating to generic offenders had over five, but below 10 percent, missing data. 
Second, the question relating to beliefs about causes of crime had 25.1% missing 
data. See Appendix Four for a list of all variables with missing data.  
 
Given the high number of missing cases from the beliefs about causes of 
crime variable, a dummy variable was created in order to run analyses to 
determine if those participants who failed to answer this question significantly 
differed from those who did answer the question. Significant differences were 
found for the following Independent Variables: age, education, parental status and 
victim of crime status and Dependant Variables: work with remorseful offender, 
government support for employment of: a generic offender, sexual assault adult 
victim offender, sexual assault child victim offender; government support for 
employment of: a remorseful offender; live near: a sexual assault adult victim 
offender, remorseful offender; government support of housing for: a generic 
offender, sexual assault child victim offender and support for reintegration as a 
goal of sentencing. 
 
Due to the large number of missing data from the cause of crime variable 
it was inappropriate to utilise a missing data imputation method. As such, a 
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decision was made to remove all cases with missing data (N=663) from the cause 
of crime variable resulting in a remaining sample of 1966.  
 
The remaining variables that had over 5% missing data were analysed 
utilising SPSS Missing Values Analysis to determine if there was any pattern to 
the missing data. Inspection indicated that the data was Missing At Random 
(MAR), and as such there was no pattern in the missing data distribution.  
 
To address the remaining missing data the Expectation-Maximisation 
(EM) algorithm (Allison, 2002; Dempster, Laird, & Rubin, 1977; Little & Rubin, 
1987) was applied.  The two main requirements for the EM algorithm are that 
data must be missing at random and that there is a direct relationship between 
variables assessed over the repeated measurements. EM is an iterative procedure 
with two steps. The first, Step E, finds the conditional expectation of the missing 
data, given the observed values and current estimate of the parameters, such as 
correlation. These expectations are then substituted for the missing data. The 
second step, Step M, performs maximum likelihood estimation as though the 
missing data had been filled in (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). SPSS version 20.0 
was utilised to apply the EM algorithm, which produced values to replace the 
missing data.  
 
6.3.3 Detection of Outliers 
 
The dataset was analysed for univariate outliers using standardized z-
scores. A number of outliers were found for the following variables: ‘Willingness 
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to Work with an Offender convicted of’ – ‘sex offence adult victim’, ‘sex offence 
child victim’ and ‘access child pornography’, and ‘Willingness to Live near an 
offender convicted of’ – ‘sex offence adult victim’, ‘sex offence child victim’ and 
‘access child pornography’. Given the nature of the research (i.e. attitudes about 
offenders) some extreme views were to be expected and as such considered 
valuable information and representative of the sample. Further examination of 
descriptive analyses indicated minimal variance between 5% trimmed mean and 
mean values suggesting that none of the outliers influenced mean scores. As such, 
the identified outliers were retained (Pallant, 2005; Tabachnik & Fidell, 2007).   
 
The dataset was also analysed for multivariate outliers using Mahalanobis 
Distance. Based on the distance of particular scores from the centre cluster of 
remaining cases, two multivariate outliers were detected (p < .001). These 
multivariate outliers were removed from the data set resulting in the sample being 
reduced to 1964. 
 
6.3.4 Examination of normality   
 
Prior to hypothesis testing, the data were examined to determine 
adherence to the assumptions of Analysis of Variance (ANOVA), Multiple 
Analysis of Variance (MANOVA), Multiple Regression, and Path Analysis.   
 
The assumption of normality was tested using the SPSS EXPLORE 
function. The Kolmogorov-Smirnov test (K-S test), which provides the K-S score 
that has undergone Lilliefor’s significance correction demonstrated that all 
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independent and dependant variables were significant (p < .001), indicating that 
all variables had non-normal distributions. However, it has been argued that 
violations of normality using the K-S test can be ignored when there is a large 
sample size (N > 300) and if degrees of freedom are greater than 20 (Tabachnick 
& Fiddel, 2007; Stokes, 2010). Data from the current study met these conditions, 
and as such, no transformation of data was undertaken.  
 
To analyse the degree of Skewness and Kurtosis for all independent and 
dependant variables, z-scores were calculated. Almost all variables fell within the 
accepted range of ±2 for skewness and ±7 kurtosis (Curran, West & Finch, 1996; 
Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). See Appendix Five for variables where skewness and 
kurtosis fell outside of the acceptable ranges. It has been noted that in large 
samples (N = 300+) the distribution bias from Skew and the underestimation of 
variance due to Kurtosis is said to dissipate (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). 
Therefore no data transformations were conducted.  
 
To test for collinearity, bivariate correlations were run for all continuous 
variable combinations. There were no correlations greater than .7, indicating no 
issues with singularity or multi-collinearity (Pallant, 2005).  Variance Inflation 
Factor (VIF) and Tolerance are two measures that can guide the identification of 
multicollinearity.  The values for tolerance and variance inflation were 
respectively well above 0.10 and below 10.  
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6.4  Testing of Hypotheses and Addressing Research Questions 
 
An alpha level of .01 was used in all analyses as the large power produced by 
the sample size amplified the chances of Type 1 error. 0Further, as there were 
some indications that the data was not normally distributed, both non parametric 
and parametric analyses were conducted. In all analyses both parametric and non-
parametric analyses revealed the same results thus, only the parametric test results 
are presented for ease of interpretation.  
 
Demographic factors have been shown to be important in the research 
literature. Thus, a number of analyses investigating the impact of demographic 
variables on attitudes toward reintegration were conducted. Given that 
demographic factors are not the primary interest in this study these analyses have 
not been included in the body of this thesis. However, these analyses and a 
discussion of the associated findings have been placed into Appendix Six of this 
thesis for the interested reader.  
 
6.4.1  Hypothesis 1: When asked to prioritise the goals of sentencing, 
participants will first prioritise punishment, then rehabilitation 
and finally reintegration.  
 
This question asked participants to indicate which sentencing goals they 
believed should be given the highest priority. However, participants were given 
the option to use the same priority number more than once. This resulted in a 
varied manner of responses from participants including that of rank ordering and 
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ratings on a seven pint Likert scale. Subsequently there was some difficulty in 
choosing an appropriate statistic to analyse the data. The data was therefore 
examined for a trend in responses. Overall, inspection of the scores indicated that 
participants scored each goal on a scale of 1-7, with 1 indicating the goal should 
be given the highest priority. As such, in order to investigate Hypothesis 1, it was 
decided that a one-way repeated measures ANOVA was the best approach to 
utilise to analyse the data. 
 
Mauchly’s test indicated that the assumption of sphericity had been violated 
(χ2(20) = 3024.38, p = .001); suggesting that the observed matrix does not have 
approximately equal variances and covariances. Therefore, degrees of freedom 
were corrected using Greenhouse-Geisser estimates of sphericity (ε =.61) as 
recommended by Tabachnik and Fidell (2007) and Field (2009). As predicted, the 
analyses revealed that there was a significant difference between participants’ 
prioritisation of the goals of sentencing, F(3.63, 7121.70) = 186.62, p = .001, ɳ² = .09.  
Please see Table 2 for means and standard deviations.  
 
To determine how participants prioritised the goals of sentencing, post hoc 
comparisons were run utilising the Bonferroni Correction. The goal of sentencing 
with the lowest mean was rated as the highest priority and as the mean increased 
the priority level decreased. Those goals of sentencing with no significant 
difference between them were rated as having equal priority.   
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Table 2 
Paired comparisons for the prioritisation of the goals of sentencing 
Goal of Sentencing       CS Pun SD GD Rhb MS Rt 
Mean SD Assigned Priority Significant p values 
Community Safety (CS) 1.71 1.25 1 - .001 .001 .001 .001 .001 .001 
Punishment (Pun) 1.97 1.53 2 - NS .001 .001 .001 .001 
Specific Deterrence (SD) 2.04 1.33 2 - .001 .001 .001 .001 
General Deterrence (GD) 2.39 1.54 3 - .001 .001 .001 
Rehabilitation (Rhb) 2.63 1.73 4 - NS .001 
Measure of Seriousness (MS) 2.60 1.74 4 - .001 
Reintegration (Rt) 3.00 1.95 5 - 
NS = Not significant 
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As indicated in Table 2, the notion of community safety was given the highest 
priority when considering the goals of sentencing, as it has the lowest mean. In 
second priority is punishment and specific deterrence, with no significant 
difference between their means. General deterrence has the third lowest mean, 
indicating it is prioritised third. Both Rehabilitation and Make the community 
safer goals are given equal fourth priority, with no significant differences between 
their means.  
 
As predicted in Hypothesis 1, Punishment was allocated a higher priority than 
the rehabilitation of offenders, and reintegration was considered to be of the 
lowest priority when sentencing offenders. 
 
6.4.2  Hypothesis 2: Participants will support the reintegrative domains 
on a policy level more than they will on a proximity level. 
Participants will also be more supportive of the employment 
domain than the housing domain on both a policy and proximity 
level.  
 
In order to investigate Hypothesis 2, participant views toward the domains 
of reintegration, a one-way repeated measures ANOVA was utilised. Mauchly’s 
test indicated that the assumption of sphericity had been violated (χ2(5) = 491.32, p 
= .001); suggesting that the observed matrix does not have approximately equal 
variances and covariances. Therefore, degrees of freedom were corrected using 
Greenhouse-Geisser estimates of sphericity (ε =.85) as recommended by 
Tabachnik and Fidell (2007) and Field (2009). As predicted, the analyses revealed 
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significant differences between participants’ levels of support across both levels 
of the two reintegrative domains, F(2.55, 4995.90) = 472.72, p = .001, ɳ² = .19. Please 
see Table 3 for means and standard deviations. Further post hoc analyses utilising 
Bonferroni’s Correction also revealed that all variables were significantly 
different from each other. As demonstrated in Table 3, all significant differences 
were at .001 level.  
Table 3 
Paired comparisons for participant support across both policy and proximity for 
reintegrative domains of employment and housing for generic offenders 
Reintegration Domain     Eprox Epol Hprox Hpol 
Mean SD Significant p values 
Employment Proximity (Eprox) 3.91 1.49 - .001 .001 .001 
Employment Policy (Epol) 4.79 1.78 - .001 .001 
Housing Proximity (Hprox) 3.35 1.51 - .001 
Housing Policy (Hpol) 4.18 1.86 - 
 
As demonstrated in Table 3, Employment Policy has the highest mean, 
followed by Housing Policy, Employment Proximity and Housing Proximity. 
This reveals that participants are most supportive of the Employment Policy 
domain and that their support decreases for each of the domains respectively.  
 
Further, the mean scores for both reintegration domains are close to 3, 
which on the Likert scale utilised for all questions indicates “Do not agree or 
disagree”. Such results indicate that participants are neither supportive of nor 
unsupportive toward reintegration.  
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In line with Hypothesis 2, the mean scores are larger for the employment 
domain (both at a proximity and policy level) than the housing domain, indicating 
that participants are more supportive of the employment domain than the housing 
domain. Also in line with Hypothesis 2, the mean scores are higher for the policy 
level than the proximity level (for both the employment and housing domains), 
demonstrating participants are more supportive of reintegrative policies than they 
are willing to be involved in the reintegration process.  
 
6.4.3  Hypothesis 3: Offender characteristics will impact on 
participants’ level of support for the two reintegrative domains at 
both a policy and proximity level. 
 
To determine if offender characteristics impacted upon participants’ level of 
support for the domains of reintegration, a two-way repeated measures ANOVA 
was conducted. Mauchly’s test indicated that the assumption of sphericity had 
been violated for the type of reintegrative domain (χ2 (5) = 765.02, p = .001), the 
offender characteristic (χ2 (14) = 3094.96, p = .001) and the interaction (χ2 (119) = 
8012.54, p = .001); suggesting that the observed matrix does not have 
approximately equal variances and covariances. Therefore, Greenhouse-Geisser 
corrections were utilised for reintegration type (ε =.79), offender characteristic (ε 
=.63) and for the interaction (ε =.74) as recommended by Tabachnik and Fidell 
(2007) and Field (2009). As predicted, the analysis revealed that there was a 
significant interaction between type of reintegrative domain and offender 
characteristics, F(11.11, 21800.19) = 96.05, p = .001. There was a significant main 
effect for reintegration domain F(2.38, 4677.19) = 619.14, p = .001. There was a 
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significant main effect for offender characteristic F(3.17, 6218.86) = 1537.03, p = 
.001, indicating that offender characteristics impact on participants levels of 
support for the reintegrative domains. See Figure 2 and Table 4 for means and 
standard deviations.  
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Table 4 
Paired comparisons for participant support across both policy and proximity for reintegrative domains of employment and housing for all 
offender characteristics 
Offender Characteristic Reintegration Domain Mean SD GO RO RptO RemO FO MO 
Significant p values 
Generic Offender (GO) Employment Proximity 3.91 1.49 - .001 .001 .001 .001 .001 
Employment Policy 4.70 1.78 - NS .001 .001 .001 .001 
Housing Proximity 3.35 1.51 - .001 .001 .001 .022 .001 
Housing Policy 4.18 1.86 - .001 .001 .001 NS .001 
Rehabilitated Offender (RO) Employment Proximity 4.22 1.57 .001 - .001 .001 .001 .001 
Employment Policy 4.84 1.76 NS - .001 .001 .001 .001 
Housing Proximity 3.85 1.58 .001 - .001 .001 .001 .001 
Housing Policy 4.36 1.82 .001 - .001 .001 .001 .001 
Repeat Offender (RptO) Employment Proximity 2.50 1.55 .001 .001 - .001 .001 .001 
Employment Policy 3.73 2.03 .001 .001 - .001 .001 .001 
Housing Proximity 2.27 1.51 .001 .001 - .001 .001 .001 
Housing Policy 3.38 2.00 .001 .001 - .001 .001 .001 
NS = Not significant 
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Offender Characteristic Reintegration Domain Mean SD GO RO RptO RemO FO MO 
Significant p values 
Remorseful Offender (RemO) Employment Proximity 4.70 1.76 .001 .001 .001 - .001 .001 
Employment Policy 5.13 1.80 .001 .001 .001 - .001 .001 
Housing Proximity 4.41 1.78 .001 .001 .001 - .001 .001 
Housing Policy 4.67 1.90 .001 .001 .001 - .001 .001 
Female Offender (FO) Employment Proximity 3.79 1.64 .001 .001 .001 .001 - .001 
Employment Policy 4.60 1.82 .001 .001 .001 .001 - .001 
Housing Proximity 3.44 1.67 .022 .001 .001 .001 - .001 
Housing Policy 4.13 1.87 NS .001 .001 .001 - .001 
Male Offender (MO) Employment Proximity 3.59 1.76 .001 .001 .001 .001 .001 - 
Employment Policy 4.54 1.84 .001 .001 .001 .001 .001 - 
Housing Proximity 3.20 1.63 .001 .001 .001 .001 .001 - 
Housing Policy 3.99 1.86 .001 .001 .001 .001 .001 - 
NS = Not significant  
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To determine if offender characteristics were significantly different from 
each other on all the reintegrative domains four separate one-way repeated 
measures ANOVAs with post hoc analyses utilising Bonferroni’s correction were 
completed.  
 
6.4.3.1  Employment Proximity   
 
For employment proximity, Mauchly’s test indicated that the assumption 
of sphericity had been violated (χ2 (14) = 2282.81, p = .001); suggesting that the 
observed matrix does not have approximately equal variances and covariances. 
Therefore, Greenhouse-Geisser corrections were utilised (ε =.75) as 
recommended by Tabachnik and Fidell (2007) and Field (2009). As predicted, the 
analyses revealed that support for employment proximity was affected by 
offender characteristics, F(3.77, 7391.21) = 1171.20, p = .001. Pairwise comparisons 
revealed that all the offender characteristics were significantly different from each 
other. In particular, the means reveal that participants were most supportive of the 
remorseful offenders, followed by the rehabilitated offender, generic offender, 
female offender, male offender and finally the repeat offender. See Table 4 for 
significance levels.  
 
6.4.3.2  Employment Policy 
 
For employment policy, Mauchly’s test indicated that the assumption of 
sphericity had been violated (χ2 (14) = 3613.77, p = .001); suggesting that the 
observed matrix does not have approximately equal variances and covariances. 
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Therefore, Greenhouse-Geisser corrections were utilised (ε =.68) as 
recommended by Tabachnik and Fidell (2007) and Field (2009). As predicted, the 
analyses revealed that support for employment proximity was affected by 
offender characteristics, F(3.40, 6681.36) = 510.41, p =  .001. Pairwise comparisons 
revealed that all the offender characteristics were significantly different from each 
other except for the generic offender and rehabilitated offender. In particular, the 
means reveal that participants were most supportive of the remorseful offenders, 
followed by the rehabilitated offender, generic offender, female offender, male 
offender and finally the repeat offender. See Table 4 for significance levels. 
 
6.4.3.3  Housing Proximity  
 
For housing proximity, Mauchly’s test indicated that the assumption of 
sphericity had been violated (χ2 (14) = 1972.39, p = .001); suggesting that the 
observed matrix does not have approximately equal variances and covariances. 
Therefore, Greenhouse-Geisser corrections were utilised (ε =.78) as 
recommended by Tabachnik and Fidell (2007) and Field (2009). As predicted, the 
analyses revealed that support for employment proximity was affected by 
offender characteristics, F(3.40, 7615.67) = 1053.76, p =  .001. Pairwise comparisons 
revealed that all the offender characteristics were significantly different from each 
other. In particular, the means reveal that participants were most supportive of the 
remorseful offenders, followed by the rehabilitated offender, female offender, 
generic offender, male offender and finally the repeat offender. See Table 4 for 
significance levels. 
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6.4.3.4  Housing Policy   
 
For housing policy, Mauchly’s test indicated that the assumption of 
sphericity had been violated (χ2 (14) = 2804.27, p = .001); suggesting that the 
observed matrix does not have approximately equal variances and covariances. 
Therefore, Greenhouse-Geisser corrections were utilised (ε =.72) as 
recommended by Tabachnik and Fidell (2007) and Field (2009). The analyses 
revealed that support for employment proximity was affected by offender 
characteristics, F(3.60, 7068.91) = 411.46, p =  .001. As predicted, pairwise 
comparisons revealed that all the offender characteristics were significantly 
different from each other, except for the generic offender and female offender. In 
particular, the means reveal that participants were most supportive of the 
remorseful offenders, followed by the rehabilitated offender, generic offender, 
female offender, male offender and finally the repeat offender. See Table 4 for 
significance levels.   
 
Interestingly, when reviewing the means, the manner in which all the offender 
characteristics were ordered was the same for all the reintegrative domains, 
except Housing Proximity. On this domain, the order between the generic 
offender and female offender swapped, with the mean for the female offender 
being higher, indicating more support.  
 
238 
 
 
Figure 2 Effect of Offender Characteristic on level of support for Reintegration 
 
6.4.4 Hypothesis 4: The type of offence will impact on participants’ 
level of support for the reintegrative domains on both a policy and 
proximity level.  
 
To determine if offence type impacted upon participants’ level of support 
for the domains of reintegration, a two-way repeated measures ANOVA was 
conducted. Mauchly’s test indicated that the assumption of sphericity had been 
violated for the type of reintegrative domain (χ2 (5) = 1355.95, p = .001), the 
offence type (χ2 (5) = 2363.37, p = .001) and the interaction (χ2 (44) = 8483.62, p = 
.001); suggesting that the observed matrix does not have approximately equal 
variances and covariances. Therefore, Greenhouse-Geisser corrections were 
utilised for reintegration type (ε =.71), offence type (ε =.56) and for the 
interaction (ε =.48) as recommended by Tabachnik and Fidell (2007) and Field 
(2009). As predicted, analyses revealed a significant interaction between type of 
reintegrative domain and offence type, F(4.32, 8482.46) = 103.53, p = .001. There was 
0.0 
1.0 
2.0 
3.0 
4.0 
5.0 
6.0 
Employment 
Proximity 
Employment 
Policy 
Housing 
Proximity 
Housing Policy 
Mean 
Reintegration Domain 
Generic 
Rehabilitated 
Recidivist 
Female 
Male 
Remorseful 
239 
 
a significant main effect for reintegration domain, F(1.69, 3314.10) = 3598.91, p = 
.001. There was a significant main effect for offence type, F(2.11, 4149.65) = 764.88, 
p = .001, indicating that offence type impact on participants levels of support for 
the reintegrative domains. See Table 5 for means and standard deviations.  
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Table 5  
Paired comparisons for participant support across both policy and proximity for reintegrative domains of employment and housing for all sex 
offence types 
Offence Type Reintegration Domain Mean SD GO SA SC SP 
Significant p values 
Generic Offence (GO) Employment Proximity 3.91 1.49 - .001 .001 .001 
Employment Policy 4.79 1.78 - .001 .001 .001 
Housing Proximity 3.34 1.51 - .001 .001 .001 
Housing Policy 4.18 1.86 - .001 .001 .001 
Sex Offence - Adult Victim Employment Proximity 1.86 1.38 .001 - .001 NS 
(SA) Employment Policy 3.17 2.10 .001 - .001 .001 
Housing Proximity 1.77 1.34 .001 - .001 NS 
Housing Policy 2.92 2.06 .001 - .001 .002 
Sex Offence - Child Victim Employment Proximity 1.50 1.22 .001 .001 - .001 
(SC) Employment Policy 2.88 2.15 .001 .001 - .001 
Housing Proximity 1.45 1.18 .001 .001 - .001 
Housing Policy 2.77 2.14 .001 .001 - .001  
Sex Offence –Access Child Porn Employment Proximity 1.80 1.37 .001 NS .001 - 
(SP) Employment Policy 3.04 2.10 .001 .001 .001 - 
Housing Proximity 1.78 1.34 .001 NS .001 - 
Housing Policy 2.87 2.08 .001 .002 .001 - 
NS = Not significant 
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To determine if all offence types were significantly different from each 
other on all the reintegrative domains four separate one-way repeated measures 
ANOVAs with post hoc analyses utilising Bonferroni’s correction were 
completed. See figure 3 and Table 5 for significance values. 
 
6.4.4.1  Employment Proximity  
 
For employment proximity, Mauchly’s test indicated that the assumption 
of sphericity had been violated (χ2 (5) = 1930.82, p = .001); suggesting that the 
observed matrix does not have approximately equal variances and covariances. 
Therefore, Greenhouse-Geisser corrections were utilised (ε =.61) as 
recommended by Tabachnik and Fidell (2007) and Field (2009). The analyses 
revealed that support for employment proximity was affected by offence type, 
F(31.83, 3591.94) = 2888.78, p = .001. As predicted, pairwise comparisons revealed 
that all offence types were significantly different from each other, except for 
sexual assault of an adult offence and the accessing child pornography offence. In 
particular, the means reveal that participants were most supportive of the generic 
offence followed equally by the sexual assault of an adult offence and accessing 
child pornography offence, and finally they were least supportive of the sexual 
assault of a child offence. See Table 5 for significance levels. 
 
6.4.4.2  Employment Policy  
 
For employment policy, Mauchly’s test indicated that the assumption of 
sphericity had been violated (χ2 (5) = 1937.08, p = .001); suggesting that the 
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observed matrix does not have approximately equal variances and covariances. 
Therefore, Greenhouse-Geisser corrections were utilised (ε =.61) as 
recommended by Tabachnik and Fidell (2007) and Field (2009). The analyses 
revealed that support for employment policy was affected by offence type, F(1.83, 
3581.73) = 1730.10, p =  .001. As predicted, pairwise comparisons revealed that all 
offence types were significantly different from each other. In particular, the 
means reveal that participants were most supportive of the generic offence 
followed equally by the sexual assault of an adult offence and accessing child 
pornography offence, and finally they were least supportive of the sexual assault 
of a child offence. See Table 5 for significance levels.   
 
6.4.4.3  Housing Proximity   
 
For housing proximity, Mauchly’s test indicated that the assumption of 
sphericity had been violated (χ2 (5) = 3289.81, p = .001); suggesting that the 
observed matrix does not have approximately equal variances and covariances. 
Therefore, Greenhouse-Geisser corrections were utilised (ε =.49) as 
recommended by Tabachnik and Fidell (2007) and Field (2009). The analyses 
revealed that support for housing proximity was affected by offence type, F(1.47, 
2885.07) = 934.31, p =  .001. As predicted, pairwise comparisons revealed that all 
offence types were significantly different from each other, except for the sexual 
assault of an adult offence and accessing child pornography offence. In particular, 
the means reveal that participants were most supportive of the generic offence 
followed equally by the sexual assault of an adult offence and access child 
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pornography offence, and finally they were least supportive of the sexual assault 
of a child offence. See Table 5 for significance levels. 
 
6.4.4.4  Housing Policy 
 
For housing policy, Mauchly’s test indicated that the assumption of 
sphericity had been violated (χ2 (14) = 2804.27, p = .001); suggesting that the 
observed matrix does not have approximately equal variances and covariances. 
Therefore, Greenhouse-Geisser corrections were utilised (ε =.72) as 
recommended by Tabachnik and Fidell (2007) and Field (2009). The analyses 
revealed that support for housing policy was affected by offence type, F(3.60, 7068.91) 
= 411.46, p =  .001. As predicted, pairwise comparisons revealed that all offence 
types were significantly different from each other. In particular, the means reveal 
that participants were most supportive of the generic offence followed equally by 
the sexual assault of an adult offence and accessing child pornography offence, 
and finally they were least supportive of the sexual assault of a child offence. See 
Table 5 for significance levels. 
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Figure 3 Effect of Offence Type on level of support for Reintegration 
 
6.4.5 Hypothesis 5: Maruna and King’s (2004) predictive model of 
public support for community penalties will be applicable to 
reintegration at a policy and proximity level 
 
To investigate the influence of participant factors on participants’ support of 
reintegration and determine their unique contributions, a Hierarchical Multiple 
Regression analysis was conducted. Two new variables were computed, 
Reintegration Proximity and Reintegration Policy. The Reintegration Proximity 
variable was computed by adding the response to the level of comfort to work 
with an offender variable and the response to level of comfort to live near an 
offender variable, and then dividing by two. The Reintegration Policy variable 
was computed by adding the level of support for government assistance with 
offender employment variable and the level of support for government assistance 
for offender housing variable, and then dividing by two.  
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Maruna and King's (2004) predictive model of public support for community 
penalties was applied to determine if it is applicable to reintegration at a policy 
and proximity level. Each model was analysed in four separate steps to assess 
how each additional group of variables might contribute to the overall variance 
explained in levels of support for reintegration. 
 
6.4.5.1  Reintegration Proximity  
 
As predicted, Maruna and King’s model was applicable to reintegration at a 
proximity level. In the first model, the possible effects of demographic factors are 
explored. In the second, measures of fear of crime and prior victimisation are 
added to test the influence of instrumental explanations. The third model includes 
measures of perceptions of crime rate and confidence in the criminal justice 
system to test the influence of expressive-emotive explanations. Finally, the 
fourth model includes measures of core beliefs such as beliefs about the causes of 
crime and beliefs in redeemability.   
 
Demographic factors (Model 1) accounted for a significant 3.9% of the 
variance in participants’ level of support for reintegration proximity, F(5, 1819) = 
14.79, R² = .039, p =  .001. The demographic variables found to be significant 
predictors were: Gender (p = .001, sr2 = .001), Parental status (p = .007, sr2 = 
.004), and education (p = .001, sr2 = .01).  
 
Instrumental factors were entered at Step 2 to determine if they added 
significantly to the model’s predictive power. An additional 4.6% of the variance 
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was explained by the instrumental factors, F(7, 1817) = 24.28, R2 = .086, R2 change = 
.046, p = .001, indicating that instrumental factors added significantly to the 
explanation provided by the demographic factors alone. The significant 
demographic predictors remained the same: Gender (p = .001, sr2 = .001), 
Parental status (p = .012, sr2 = .003), and education (p = .001, sr2 = .005). Both 
instrumental predictors were found to be significant: Fear of Crime (p = .001, sr2 
= .045) and Victim of Crime (p = .001, sr2 = .004).   
 
Next, the expressive-emotive factors were entered (Step 3). Expressive-
emotive factors added significantly to the model by explaining an additional 2.9% 
of the variance in participants’ level of support for reintegration proximity, F(9, 
1815) = 26.11, R2 = .111, R2 change = .029, p = .001.  The significant demographic 
predictors remained the same: Gender (p = .001, sr2 = .008), Parental status (p = 
.025, sr2 = .003), and education (p = .038, sr2 = .002). The instrumental predictors 
remained as significant predictors: Fear of crime (p = .001, sr2 = .012) and Victim 
of crime (p = .005, sr2 = .004). Both expressive-emotive predictors were 
significant: Crime is increasing (p = .001, sr2 = .01) and Confidence in CJS (p = 
.001, sr2 = .014). 
 
Finally, core belief factors were entered at Step 4. As predicted, belief 
factors added significantly to the explanation provided by demographic, 
instrumental and expressive-emotive factors alone, explaining a further 7.3% of 
the variance (p = .001). The final model (Model 4) accounted for 19% of the 
variance in participants’ level of support for reintegration proximity, F(11, 1813) = 
38.04, R2 = .19, R2 change = . 073, p = .001.  
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In the final model (Model 4) Age (p = .005, sr2 = .004), Gender (p = .001, 
sr2 = .01), Victim of Crime (p = .006, sr2 = .003), Fear of Crime (p = .001, sr2 = 
.01), Belief that Crime has increased (p = .001, sr2 = .01), Confidence in the CJS 
(p = .024, sr2 = .002), Belief in Redeemability (p = .001, sr2 = .07) emerged as the 
significant predictors. See Table 6 for final unstandardised regression coefficients 
(B). 
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Table 6  
Regression models with Beta weights predicting participants’ support for 
reintegration proximity 
Variable Reintegration Proximity 
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 
Demographic 
Age -.04 -.064 -.059* -.069** 
Gender .93*** .099*** .095*** .090*** 
Parent .068** .062** .055* .04 
Education .112*** .080*** .052* .021 
Income .042 .032 .022 .006 
Instrumental 
Fear of crime -.018*** -.134*** -.121*** 
Victim of crime -.063** -.063** -.060** 
Expressive-emotive 
Crime increasing -.120*** -.110*** 
Confidence in CJS .124*** .052* 
Core beliefs 
Redeemability .238*** 
Cause of Crime .025 
R² .039 .086 .115 .188 
R² Change .046 .029 .073 
*p≤.05, **p≤.01, ***p≤.001 
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6.4.5.2  Reintegration Policy    
 
To investigate Hypothesis 5, the influence of participant factors on 
participants’ support for reintegration policy, a second Hierarchical Multiple 
Regression analysis was conducted. As with the first regression analysis, Maruna 
and King’s model was applicable to reintegration at a policy level. Model 1 
included demographic factors, Model 2 instrumental Factors, Model 3 expressive-
emotive Factors and Model 4 included core beliefs.  
 
Demographic factors (Step 1) accounted for a significant 4.4% of the 
variance in participants’ level of support for reintegration policy, F(5, 1819) = 16.86, 
R² = .047, p = .001. The significant demographic predictors included Age (p = 
.001, sr2 = .006), Parental status (p = .016, sr2 = .003) and Education (p = .001, 
sr2 = .032).  
 
Instrumental factors were entered at Step 2 to determine if they added 
significantly to the model’s predictive power. An additional 2.9% of the variance 
was explained by the instrumental factors, F(7, 1817) = 20.49, R2 = .073, R2Change = 
.029, p = .001.  Instrumental factors added significantly to the explanation 
provided by the demographic factors alone. The significant demographic factors 
remained the same Age (p = .011, sr2 = .003), Parental status (p = .026, sr2 = 
.003) and Education (p = .001, sr2 = .013). The only significant instrumental 
predictor that emerged was Fear of crime (p = .001, sr2 = .029). 
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Next, the expressive-emotive factors were entered (Step 3). Expressive-
emotive factors explained an additional 5.3% of the variance in participants’ level 
of support for reintegration policy, F(9, 1815) = 29.17, R2 = .126, R2Change = .053, p < 
.001. The significant demographic predictors that remained include: Age (p = 
.005, sr2 = .004) and Education (p = .001, sr2 = .014). The significant instrumental 
predictor remained as Fear of crime (p = .010, sr2 = .003).Finally, both 
expressive-emotive factors were found to be significant predictors: Crime is 
increasing (p = .001, sr2 = .014) and Confidence in CJS (p = .001, sr2 = .030).  
 
Finally, core belief factors were entered at Step 4. As predicted, belief 
factors added significantly to the explanation provided by demographic, 
instrumental and expressive-emotive factors, explaining a further 17.7% of the 
variance, (p = .001). The final model (Model 4) accounted for 30.3% of the 
variance in participants’ levels of support for reintegration policy, F(11, 1813) = 
71.92, R2 = .304,  R2Change = .177, p = < .001.   
 
In the final model (Model 4) Age (p = .012, sr2 = .003), Education (p = 
.001, sr2 = .006, Belief that Crime has increased (p = .001, sr2 = .01), Confidence 
in the Criminal Justice System (p = .001, sr2 = .004), and Belief in Redeemability 
(p = .001, sr2 = .12) emerged as the significant predictors. See Table 7 for final 
unstandardised regression coefficients (B).    
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Table 7 
Regression models with Beta weights predicting participants’ support for 
reintegration policy 
Variable Reintegration Policy 
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 
Demographic 
Age .090*** .067** .073** .058* 
Gender .078 -.004 -.008 -.018 
Parent .101* .055* .046 .025 
Education .028*** .172*** .134*** .088*** 
Income .038 .014 0 -.025 
Instrumental 
Fear of crime -.172*** -.067** -.046* 
Victim of crime .001 .002 .003 
Expressive-emotive 
Crime increasing -.145*** -.130*** 
Confidence in CJS .181*** .069*** 
Core beliefs 
Redeemability .445*** 
Cause of Crime .016 
R² .044 .073 .126 .304 
R² Change   .029 .053 .177 
*p≤.05, **p≤.01, ***p≤.001 
 
252 
 
 
As demonstrated in Table 6 and Table 7, Model 4, for both reintegration 
proximity and reintegration policy, explained the greatest amount of variance in 
participants' levels of support for reintegration (18.8% and 30.3% respectively). 
Age and gender were significant predictors of reintegration proximity, with older 
participants and female participants being less comfortable to work with or live 
near an offender. For reintegration policy, age and education were significant 
predictors, with older and more educated participants being more supportive. 
  
Further differences are evident with instrumental predictive factors, with both 
instrumental variables being significant predictors for reintegration proximity, and 
only one variable (Fear of Crime) found to be a significant predictor for 
reintegration policy. Participants who identified as victims of crime and those 
who had a greater fear of crime were less supportive of reintegration proximity 
and policy (Fear of Crime only).  
 
Both expressive-emotive factors were significant predictors for reintegration 
proximity and policy, with participants who believed crime was increasing being 
less supportive of reintegration proximity and policy, and those who had higher 
levels of confidence in the CJS being more supportive of reintegration proximity 
and policy.  
 
Core belief factors played a similar role across both reintegration proximity 
and policy. In contrast to Hypothesis 5, Beliefs about the causes of crime were not 
found to be predictive whilst redeemability was found to be a significant 
predictor.  The more a participant believed in redeemability the more supportive 
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they were found to be of both reintegration policy and proximity. In fact, a belief 
in redeemability was the strongest predictor of support for reintegration on both a 
proximity and policy level, accounting for 7% and 12% of the total variance 
respectively.   
 
6.4.6  Hypothesis 6: Offence characteristics will impact on the 
variables that predict community support for reintegration.  
 
To determine if the above regression models varied according to offence 
types four path analyses were conducted utilising Mplus version 6.12. First, four 
models were set up where the dependant variable in each path analysis was the 
reintegration domain: Employment Proximity, Employment Policy, Housing 
Proximity and Housing Policy. The predictors in the four models included all the 
participant variables tested in the regression analyses conducted in section 6.4.5: 
demographic variables, instrumental variables, expressive-emotive variables, and 
core belief variables. All analyses were based on the model in Figure Four, with 
the only change being the type of reintegration domain.  
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Figure 4 Model utilised for path analyses  
 
Second, the four models were compared to assess whether the relationship 
between these respondent variables and reintegration domains varied as a result of 
offence type (generic offence, sexual assault against adult victim, sexual assault 
Age 
Gender 
Parent 
Education 
Income 
Victim 
Redeem 
Crime Inc. 
Fear 
Confidence 
Cause  
 
Reintegration Domain 
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against child victim and accessing child pornography). In order to do so, we 
started with the assumption that there were no differences and then progressively 
loosened this assumption. Where freeing this restriction improved the model fit, 
this assumption was discarded, where they didn't they were re-constrained to 
equality. Results indicated that three of the models were invariant. Employment 
Proximity, χ2(33) = 214.45, p = .001; RMSEA = .06, CFI = .96; SRMR = .03, 
Employment Policy, χ2(33) = 153.41, p = .001; RMSEA = .05, CFI = .99; SRMR = 
.03, and Housing Policy, χ2(33) = 107.26, p = .001; RMSEA = .04, CFI = .99; 
SRMR = .02 were all invariant. Please see Table 8, Table 9 and Table 10 for the 
associated regression weights for each respondent variable. 
 
However, Housing Proximity, χ2(30) = 107.26, p = .001; RMSEA = .04, CFI = 
.99, SRMR = .02, was variant. Upon inspection, the effect of age and 
redeemability predictors varied for the generic offence type compared to all other 
offence types and the effect of respondents’ education varied for the access child 
pornography offence type compared to all other offence types. Please see Table 
11 for the associated regression weights for each respondent variable. 
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Table 8 Beta weights Employment Proximity  Table 9 Beta weights Employment Policy  Table 10 Beta weights Housing Policy  
Predictors  B Weights Predictors  B Weights Predictors  B Weights 
Age 0 Age 0.01*** Age 0 
Gender 0.19*** Gender 0 Gender -0.13 
Parent 0.09 Parent 0.12 Parent 0.12 
Education 0.03 Education 0.12*** Education 0.16*** 
Income -0.02 Income 0 Income 0 
Victim of crime -0.07 Victim of crime -0.03 Victim of crime -0.02 
Crime increasing -0.06*** Crime increasing -0.16*** Crime increasing -0.16*** 
Fear of crime -0.06*** Fear of crime -0.03 Fear of crime -0.05 
Confidence in CJS 0.05*** Confidence in CJS 0.06** Confidence in CJS 0.12*** 
Cause of crime -0.02 Cause of crime -0.02 Cause of crime -0.05 
Redeemability 0.14*** Redeemability 0.45*** Redeemability 0.44*** 
*p≤.05, **p≤.01, ***p≤.001    *p≤.05, **p≤.01, ***p≤.001     *p≤.05, **p≤.01, ***p≤.001 
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Table 11  
Beta weights Housing Proximity 
Predictors Offence Type 
Generic Offence Access Child Pornography Sexual Assault - child victim Sexual Assault - adult victim 
Age -0.01*** 0.01*** 0.01*** 0.01*** 
Gender 0.16*** 0.16*** 0.16*** 0.16*** 
Parent 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 
Education 0.03 0.1*** 0.03 0.03 
Income -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 
Victim of crime -0.07 -0.07 -0.07 -0.07 
Crime increasing -0.08*** -0.08*** -0.08*** -0.08*** 
Fear of crime -0.05*** -0.05*** -0.05*** -0.05*** 
Confidence in CJS 0.05*** 0.05*** 0.05*** 0.05*** 
Cause of crime -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 
Redeemability 0.24*** 0.07*** 0.07*** 0.07*** 
*p≤.05, **p≤.01, ***p≤.001 
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As demonstrated in Table 11, results indicate that offence type does not 
moderate the predictors that impact attitudes toward the reintegrative domains of 
employment proximity and policy and housing policy, with all B weights 
remaining the same across each model for each offence type. However, offence 
type does moderate predictors for the reintegrative domain of housing proximity. 
As indicated by the B weight, age appears to have a negative effect for the generic 
offence type, whilst it has a positive effect for the remainder of the offence types. 
Further, the redeemability predictor has a stronger influence for the generic 
offence type than the remainder of the offence types. Finally, for the access child 
pornography offence type, education has a stronger effect here than for the 
remainder of the offence types. 
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CHAPTER SEVEN: DISCUSSION 
 
 Currently, the focus of sentencing responses includes the combination of 
punishment and rehabilitation in an attempt to reduce recidivism. However, 
imprisonment rates continue to rise with approximately 50% of offenders 
continuing to return to custody despite these efforts (Shinkfield, 2006; 
Weatherburn, et al., 2009). Rehabilitative approaches, such as the RNR and GLM, 
tend to focus on the offender, rather than the community, and the manner in 
which they can (and are motivated to) address and minimise risk, and build a 
better life for themselves by learning the skills to develop or achieve their primary 
goods in a pro-social manner. While the GLM states that a good life plan needs to 
include reference to the external conditions required to implement the plan in the 
offender’s environment, it does not adequately address the vital role that the 
community plays in creating and supporting opportunities for an offender to 
change and desist. It also does not address the factors that impact upon 
community willingness to be involved in the reintegration process. The challenges 
that offenders face upon their return to the community, such as lack of 
employment and housing, rely upon the public’s support. For instance, the public 
must be willing to provide employment and housing to offenders. An inability to 
achieve employment and housing, can not only destabilise offenders, but create 
difficulties for them to implement new skills and subsequently lead to increased 
risk of recidivism (Graffam, et al., 2005; Hanson & Morton-Bourgon, 2005; 
Zample & Quinsey, 1997).  
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Clearly, returning to the community is more than just the physical 
movement of an offender from custody. It also requires acceptance and support by 
the community, in order to have the opportunities to build a better life. The 
process of reintegration addresses these very issues. As demonstrated in the 
Model of Interactive Reintegration and Desistance (MIReDe; Bartholomew, et al., 
2011), reintegration relies on a successful bidirectional relationship between an 
offender and their community. Thus, for reintegration to succeed, the MIReDe 
suggests that offenders must be willing and able to utilise the skills learned via 
rehabilitation programs to lead a pro-social lifestyle. However, the community 
must also be willing and able to support and accept the offender back into the 
community. Without the support of the community, successful reintegration may 
not be achievable. As such, it is vital to gain an understanding about the public’s 
willingness to not only support the process of reintegration (e.g. via support for 
reintegrative policies), but to also be involved in it (e.g. be willing to work with 
and live near offenders). 
 
If the public is willing to support and be involved in the reintegration 
process, it is more likely to be successful and subsequently assist offenders to 
desist. As the review of supporting reintegrative theories in Chapter two 
demonstrated, pro-social environments provide offenders with an opportunity to 
role model positive behaviours and to have these behaviours reinforced by pro-
social peers. In addition, successful reintegration enables offenders to build strong 
bonds with pro-social individuals and institutions, which according to the theories 
presented in Chapter two, act as constraints on offending behaviour and increase 
their stake in the desistance process. Therefore, increasing our understanding of 
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community views toward reintegration also provides an opportunity to determine 
if these underlying theoretical mechanisms have the opportunity to occur in the 
community.   
 
Thus, the central aim of the current study was to expand knowledge of 
community attitudes toward reintegration and to examine the multiple, complex 
and dynamic variables influencing these attitudes. More specifically, the study 
aimed to identify the level of community support for reintegration as a sentencing 
goal in comparison to other sentencing goals; to identify the level of community 
support for domains of offender reintegration at a policy and proximity level; to 
identify if providing general or specific information pertaining to offence type and 
offender characteristics influences community support for reintegration;  to 
identify the predictors of community support for reintegration in order to test a 
predictive model of offender reintegration, and see whether these vary according 
to offence type. 
 
In line with these aims, the overall results of this thesis demonstrate six 
pertinent findings. First, when asked to prioritise what the goals of sentencing 
should be, reintegration is given the lowest priority rating compared to all other 
sentencing goals. As noted in Chapter two, reintegration has not been listed as a 
formal goal of sentencing in any Australian jurisdiction and it has only recently 
become a focus of the CJS. Thus, unlike rehabilitation, which is a formal goal of 
sentencing and has been promoted to the public for decades, reintegration has not 
received the same level of support or ‘publicity’. As such, it is likely the public 
knows very little about the process of reintegration and how assisting offenders to 
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live more productive lives can assist to reduce recidivism. It is therefore not 
surprising that the community does not view it as a priority. In essence, the 
public’s view is reflective of how reintegration is perceived by the CJS.   
 
In addition, Chapter four highlighted that the public often believes that crime 
rates are increasing and that it has little confidence in the courts and prisons.  It 
therefore makes sense that it does not prioritise reintegration. For instance, 
reintegration ultimately aims to assist offenders to return to the community so 
they can build more productive lives. If the public does not have confidence in the 
courts and prisons to sentence ‘appropriately’ and subsequently rehabilitate 
offenders, it is not likely to support these same offenders returning to their 
community where they can engage in further offending behaviour.   
 
These findings also reflect an underlying narrative, in which the public tends 
to stick to what is ‘known’, even if it is not the most effective method of 
responding to crime and recidivism. For instance, despite having limited 
confidence in the ability of the courts and prisons, members of the community 
still prefer to prioritise punishment over rehabilitation and again to prioritise 
rehabilitation over reintegration. Thus, even if they don’t have confidence in the 
effectiveness of this formula to address recidivism, they continue to prioritise 
punishment and rehabilitation as a goal of sentencing over a method 
(reintegration) which is relatively new or unknown to them.  
 
Second, the results demonstrate that the community does not hold particularly 
strong or extreme views relating to the reintegration of offenders. For instance, on 
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average, most respondent views were centred around the ‘do not agree or 
disagree’ point in relation to support for reintegration. This may reflect the fact 
that the community has a limited understanding of reintegration and how 
supporting offenders to lead productive lives can assist to reduce recidivism. It 
may think reintegration could be useful, but does not understand exactly how or 
why, and as such is cautious, and neither supportive nor unsupportive of the 
notion. Such findings are considered positive as they demonstrate that even with 
limited understanding of reintegration, the community is cautious of rather than 
completely closed to supporting new initiatives. Thus, there is scope to improve 
attitudes with increased education about the positive effects of successful 
reintegration. 
  
However, what is also clear from the results is that the community is more 
willing to support reintegrative policies relating to the domains of employment 
and housing than they are to be personally involved with reintegration via 
working with or living near an offender. Although the community may not be 
opposed to it, they do not necessarily want to be involved in the process. Again, 
this could be reflective of an underlying fear that released offenders pose a safety 
risk to them, their families and friends, perpetuated by their limited confidence in 
the CJS. However, it could also demonstrate an underlying belief that it is not up 
to them to help offenders, but that it is the role of professionals (as is the case 
with rehabilitation) and offenders themselves.    
 
Third, in line with Hypothesis 3, this study has demonstrated that community 
attitudes toward offender reintegration are influenced by different offender 
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characteristics. In particular, when provided with more ‘positive’ information 
(e.g. female offender, the completion of a rehabilitation program) community 
support for reintegration increases. On the other hand, when provided with more 
‘negative’ information (e.g. prior criminal history) community support for 
reintegration decreases. These findings demonstrate an underlying narrative in 
which the community is only willing to support reintegration for offenders 
perceived to have already changed (e.g. as a result of completing rehabilitation 
programs), or as low risk of harm to themselves and/or their family (e.g. a female 
offender compared to a male). Again, this reinforces the earlier sentiments in 
which the community is willing to support an offender who has already changed, 
rather than having to be involved in their change process.    
 
Fourth, as hypothesised, these results demonstrate that in addition to offender 
characteristics, community views toward reintegration are also influenced by 
offence factors. In particular, the community is most supportive of a generic 
offender (where the offence is unspecified) than any type of sex offender. These 
findings reinforce the findings of the review of literature in Chapter four, which 
demonstrated that attitudes are most negative towards sex offenders. Thus, 
although the community may be open to the notion of reintegration in general, it 
is less tolerant of the idea when it comes to sex offenders, in particular sex 
offenders with child victims. As such, these findings also highlight the fact that 
sex offenders are faced with the greatest reintegrative barriers when released into 
the community.  
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Fifth, this thesis identified a number of variables (e.g. demographic, 
instrumental, expressive and core belief factors) predictive of attitudes toward 
reintegration on a proximity and policy level. In particular, Maruna and King’s 
(2004) predictive model of ‘public support for community penalties’ was applied 
to reintegration, and as hypothesised, was found to be relevant. Two particular 
findings from these analyses are of note. First, instrumental beliefs (prior 
victimisation and fear of crime) were triggered by questions relating to the 
proximity level, whilst more expressive beliefs (belief that crime is increasing and 
confidence in the CJS) were triggered by questions relating to the policy level. 
This means that fear for personal safety significantly impacts a person’s 
willingness to be involved in the reintegration process, more so than overall 
beliefs about the CJS. In turn, overall beliefs about the CJS impact a person’s 
level of support for reintegrative policies more so than fear for personal safety. 
Second, a belief in redeemability was the strongest predictor of attitudes toward 
reintegration on both a proximity and policy level. These results suggest the 
community does not necessarily care why a crime is committed, but only that the 
offender can change. As such, support for reintegration will increase for those 
offenders who are perceived to have ‘changed’ or to have been ‘rehabilitated’.  
 
Finally, in contrast to hypothesis 6, this thesis demonstrated that these 
predictors and their effects do not change when the offence type is altered. Thus, 
although overall attitudes toward sex offenders and their reintegration are 
particularly negative, the underlying factors that predict these attitudes are the 
same despite offence type. Such findings are positive as they demonstrate that 
efforts to educate the public and improve attitudes toward reintegration do not 
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need to be separated to target particular offender groups, but that one campaign 
can target all.    
 
Overall, the dominant narrative demonstrated by this thesis is that the 
community is open to the idea of reintegration, but that a possible lack of 
understanding about it, impacts on fears for personal safety. As such, community 
members are more likely to support reintegration policy rather than be willing to 
become personally involved in the process via working with or living near an 
offender. Nevertheless, the community is not opposed to assisting offenders with 
reintegration, but they do draw the line with who they will support. In particular 
they are willing to support offenders who they believe have already changed 
and/or do not pose a risk to their safety and the safety of their family and friends. 
As such, they do not appear to want to be involved in or take some responsibility 
for the process of change with the offender, but rather will support them once the 
change has been made. Accordingly, a belief in an offender’s ability to change is 
the most significant predictor of community attitudes toward reintegration.  Each 
of these findings will be discussed in further detail below. However, to further 
understand the overall implications of these findings, it is also important to 
consider these results in the context of the theories discussed in Chapter two.  
 
Firstly, it is evident that when a person returns to the community after contact 
with the CJS, they continue to be labelled an ‘offender’ and must prove to the 
community that they have ‘changed’ before they will be accepted and/or 
supported by that community. However, this label often results in stigmatisation 
and a period of segregation or distance from the wider community, until (and if) 
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the offender is able to prove they have changed. According to both Reintegrative 
Shaming Theory (RST) and Labeling Theory (LT), this period of segregation can 
lead to an offender seeking comfort and support in the criminal subculture where 
they are accepted rather than judged and once again assume the ‘role’ of offender. 
Therefore, a lack of community acceptance and support of offenders acts as a 
barrier to successful change and subsequently increases their risk of reoffending. 
Thus, in an ideal situation, the community would utilise reintegrative shaming 
where they disapprove of the criminal act whilst still supporting and accepting the 
offender.  
 
A lack of community support for reintegration also limits an offender’s 
opportunity to be involved in pro-social relationships and activities such as 
employment. In line with Social Learning Theory these pro-social environments 
provide offenders with a number of opportunities. For instance, in a pro-social 
environment they can incorporate the skills learned during rehabilitation 
programs, observe others role model appropriate behaviours and have their 
positive behaviours reinforced. In contrast, if an offender is only surrounded by 
anti-social individuals, they are unlikely to implement any changes or skills 
learned. Thus, if the community’s support for reintegration is limited it once again 
acts as a barrier to offender change.  
 
Social Control Theory (SCT) and Life Course Theory (LCT) argue that strong 
bonds with both peers and institutions can act as constraints on further offending 
behaviour. Thus, it is important for offenders to be able to develop strong ties 
within their communities. However, for this to occur, the community must also be 
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willing and open to develop these ties. As indicated above, the results of this 
thesis demonstrate that the community is neither supportive nor unsupportive of 
reintegration. Although this is a positive starting point, in that members of the 
community will not actively oppose reintegration, it does not mean that they will 
actively support the process either. For instance, a reference to ‘neither agree nor 
disagree’ (with reintegration) may imply a simple tolerance to having offenders in 
their environment rather than a willingness to actually engage with them in a 
positive manner and support them to reintegrate and desist. As such, a distinction 
is made between not getting in the way and actually helping or being involved 
with the reintegration process. Without the latter, it is impossible for an offender 
to develop proper and strong bonds with their communities, which impacts on the 
likelihood of them successfully desisting.    
 
Overall, these theories emphasise that the community is an integral piece of 
the desistance process and that without their support, it is all the more difficult to 
achieve. What these results demonstrate, is that the community is not enabling the 
underlying mechanisms of change, identified within these theories, to take place 
properly. Thus, for reintegration to be successful, the community needs to 
understand that they are a key part of the change process, and therefore take some 
responsibility for this change, rather than just act as a recipient of a ‘changed’ 
offender.  
 
The Model of Interactive Reintegration and Desistance (introduced in Chapter 
two) also highlights the fact that the community must take equal responsibility for 
the change process. For instance, the top half of the model (see Figure 1, p. 60) 
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denotes the role of the community in the reintegration process, whilst the lower 
part denotes the offender’s responsibility. The first layer of the model also 
demonstrates that community readiness is the first step to the reintegration 
process and that without it a number of barriers to the domains of reintegration 
occur. In essence, this thesis investigated this first layer of the model, (e.g. 
community readiness for reintegration) with results demonstrating that the 
community is not ready to support offender reintegration without prior ‘proof’ of 
change. The second layer of the model identifies the various levels of obstacles to 
offender reintegration. The results of this thesis demonstrate that the obstacles to 
reintegration are stronger at the proximity/personal level than at the policy level. 
Finally, the third layer identifies the four domains of reintegration, of which this 
thesis examined two (employment and housing). Results indicated that the 
community is more willing to support the employment domain than the housing 
domain.  
 
Overall, the results of this thesis demonstrate that the community is only ready 
for certain aspects of reintegration (e.g. support for policy rather than personal 
willingness to be involved in the process on both domains) and for certain types 
of offenders (e.g. remorseful and rehabilitated). In particular, such findings 
suggest the community is only ready to support an offender that has already 
changed. Thus, they are not ready to actually be an agent of change, but simply an 
avenue to maintain the change they believe has occurred within the CJS. Thus, 
offender reintegration is facing barriers at the first three levels depicted in the 
model, all of which relate to the community. Therefore, for reintegration to 
succeed these community barriers need to be addressed.  
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The following section will discuss in more detail each of the six key findings. 
 
6.1  Prioritisation of the Goals of Sentencing 
 
As predicted in Hypothesis 1, results demonstrated that reintegration was 
given the lowest priority level amongst the goals of sentencing. Although no 
previous research has examined this specific question, these findings are not 
surprising and are consistent with previous research conducted in the related area 
of public opinion on punishment (i.e. incarceration) versus community penalties. 
For instance, although rehabilitation has been well promoted amongst the public 
for many years, research conducted by Gelb (2011b) in Australia and Finkel and 
colleagues (1996) in the US, found that respondents continue to favour 
punishment over rehabilitation as a goal of sentencing for certain offenders (e.g. 
repeat offenders, and more serious offenders). Further, McCorkle (1993) and 
Jacoby and Cullen (1998) found that punishment was the primary justification of 
sentencing, regardless of the type of crime scenario presented. However, such 
results do not mean that rehabilitation is not seen as important. For instance, when 
investigating views about what should be the main emphasis in most juvenile 
prisons, Moon, Sundt, Cullen and Wright (2000) found that rehabilitation should 
be the integral focus. Similarly, Turner, Cullen, Sundt and Applegate (1997) 
found that despite a preference for punishment, one third of the participants still 
believe that rehabilitation should be the main emphasis in prisons. Taken together 
these results suggest that although the public may endorse the punishment of 
offenders via incarceration, they still believe that offender rehabilitation should be 
a primary goal during incarceration.  
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Thus, given that reintegration is a new concept in the eye of the public, and 
has not been promoted like rehabilitation efforts have over the past few decades, 
it is unsurprising that the community would not see it as a priority. However, this 
does not mean that they do not see it as an important endeavour. Perhaps with 
time it will be considered as much of a priority as punishment and rehabilitation.    
 
Protecting the public has been a consistent aim of the CJS and the wider 
community, thus correctional responses to crime have been at the forefront of 
research endeavours for over a century. The manner by which to achieve 
community safety has been central to debate amongst researchers, with public 
opinions typically swinging between punitive and rehabilitative approaches. As 
indicated by the above research, punishment, rather than rehabilitation, continues 
to be the preferred method of addressing crime, and subsequently of ensuring 
community safety. The current findings are in line with such research. For 
instance, further examination of how the participants prioritised the goals of 
sentencing [(1) community safety; 2) punishment and specific deterrence; 3) 
general deterrence; 4) rehabilitation and providing a measure of seriousness and 
5) reintegration)], suggests that they believe punishment is more likely to achieve 
community safety than rehabilitation. Similarly, it is suggested that participants 
believed that rehabilitation was more likely to achieve community safety than 
reintegration or that they only wanted to support the reintegration of 
‘rehabilitated’ offenders, and as such, they gave rehabilitation a higher level of 
priority over reintegration.  
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In comparing the current research results with previous findings (noted 
above), an additional explanation of the current results could be the manner in 
which incarceration and community sanctions (including rehabilitation) are 
viewed in comparison to reintegration. For instance, it is possible that 
incarceration and community penalties are viewed as having a focus on punishing 
offenders and giving something back to the community (e.g. incapacitation keeps 
the community safe, and community work helps to keep the community clean), 
whilst reintegration could be perceived as giving something to the offender (e.g. 
support to find employment or housing). Such thinking would indicate a 
retrospective view of crime control as opposed to a proactive approach, whereby 
an offender is expected to desist based on the consequences received, rather than 
being assisted to desist. This would suggest that public thinking is not progressive 
in this regard as research is now consistently demonstrating that reintegrative 
support (such as support to find employment and housing) reduces risk of 
recidivism (Bahr et al., 2010; Baldry et al., 2003; Helfgott, 1997; Jacobson et al., 
2010; Schram, et al., 2006; Tripodi, et al., 2010; Uggen, 2000). Thus, further 
educating the public about factors that contribute to desistance could be a vital 
avenue for increasing public understanding of, and support for, reintegration 
initiatives. 
 
6.2  Level of support for reintegration   
 
Results were also in line with Hypothesis 2, as participants were more willing 
to support reintegration policies than they were to work with or live near an 
offender (reintegration proximity). Participants’ were also found to be more 
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supportive of the employment domain than the housing domain irrespective of it 
being on a policy or proximal level. These findings are consistent with and 
support the ‘not in my backyard’ (NIMBY) literature, which suggests that while 
members of the community recognise the need for human service facilities, such 
as prisons, homeless shelters, etc., they do not want to live close to them (Gibson, 
2005; Martin & Myers, 2005; Myers & Martin, 2004). Thus, the current results 
also demonstrate that the NIMBY phenomena can be applied to the process of 
reintegration.  
 
Previous research conducted by Martin and Myers (2005) found that the 
main predictors influencing public perception of prison siting were expectations 
about future crime, safety concerns and beliefs that prison visitors (e.g. friends or 
family members) would cause problems in the local community. These three 
factors were also found to influence participants’ beliefs that property prices 
would decrease as a result of prison siting in or near their local community 
(Myers & Martin, 2004). It could be postulated that these suggestions could be 
applied to the current results. For instance, participants may have feared that 
offender/s working or living in their neighbourhood would increase levels of 
crime and therefore impact on public safety. In addition, in particular in relation 
to the housing domain, participants may have feared the impact of offender 
visitors coming into their neighbourhood. However, further research is required to 
not only explore if this is a valid attribution, but to determine if there are 
additional factors that influence these attitudes. 
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Dear (1992) asserted the rule that the closer the proximity, the greater the 
resistance. This could be one explanation for why participants were more 
supportive of the employment domain versus the housing domain of reintegration. 
Having an offender live next door or in your street could feel much ‘closer’ to 
your own sense of personal space than having an offender in your workplace. 
Furthermore, if one felt particularly uncomfortable working with an offender, it 
would be far easier to find new employment than to move house if one was 
uncomfortable living near an offender.    
 
6.3  Impact of Offender characteristics on support for reintegration  
 
Consistent with Hypothesis 3, providing more specific information about 
offender characteristics impacted upon participants’ level of support for the 
reintegration domains (proximity and policy). Participants’ level of support 
increased when they were advised that the offender was remorseful, and that they 
had completed a rehabilitation program. Such findings are in line with general 
research indicating that individuals who confess, apologise, and/or express 
remorse to a wrongdoing are perceived more positively than those that do not 
(Darby & Schlenker, 1989; Gold & Weiner, 2000; Kirby & Johnson, 2005; 
Robinson, Smith-Lovin, & Tsoudis, 1994). It has also consistently been found, 
that despite the type of offence committed, the demonstration of remorse 
mitigates an individual’s view toward that offender (Kleinke, Wallis & Stadler, 
1992; Proeve & Howells, 2006; Taylor & Kleinke, 1992).  
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Equity theory provides a lens through which to understand the effects of the 
expression of remorse. For instance, equity theory suggests that the doing of harm 
produces inequity between the perpetrator and the victim. Equity can then be 
restored psychologically through mechanisms such as compensation of the victim, 
or through self-punishment (Klass, 1978). Proeve and Howells (2006) and 
Ohbuchi, Kameda and Agarie (1989) suggest that the expression of remorse can 
be considered a form of self-punishment as it depicts inner suffering, and as such 
can assist to restore the inequity created by an offence.     
 
Another possible explanation for such findings is that the expression of 
remorse may influence judgements about that person’s character and propensities.  
For instance, Orleans and Gurtman (1984) found that when an individual 
breached confidentiality, the presence of remorse increased ratings of 
trustworthiness, character, and attractiveness. Furthermore, Drass and Spencer 
(1987) found that probation officers believed genuine remorse indicated that an 
offender was less likely to engage in the same or similar behaviour in future.  
 
Similarly, if an offender has completed a rehabilitation program it is possible 
they would be perceived to have “changed” or are at least motivated to make 
changes, and as such, could be considered less risky. Such sentiments were found 
in a study conducted by Rogers, Hirst and Davies (2011), who reported that 
participants displayed more positive attitudes towards sex offenders when the 
depicted offender completed a relevant sex offender treatment program (versus a 
non-offense-related car maintenance course) whilst serving time in prison. They 
too suggested that such results implied that participants believed sex offender 
276 
 
 
treatment makes the offender less likely to reoffend, more capable of being 
rehabilitated into society, and thus, in some sense, a safer or ‘‘better’’ person. As 
such it makes intuitive sense that individuals would be more supportive of 
reintegration for rehabilitated offenders. 
 
The findings would also suggest that participants are able to dismiss the 
popular myth that offenders cannot change (Fedoroff & Moran, 1997), which is 
also in line with the research area of the redeemability of offenders. For instance, 
Maruna and King (2009) found that belief in redeemability had a strong negative 
effect upon participant’s punitiveness, over and above the effect of fear of crime 
and dispositional attributions.     
 
Participants were also more supportive of reintegration for a female offender 
compared to a male offender. However, it should be noted that despite being 
significantly different, these differences (i.e. mean differences) were small and as 
such may not be meaningful. Nevertheless, these findings appear to be in line 
with previous research, which has demonstrated that individuals have more 
positive attitudes toward female offenders than male offenders. For instance, 
Doroc and Jago (2008) found that university students had more positive attitudes 
toward female sex offenders than male sex offenders, whilst Kjelsberg, Skoglund 
and Rustad (2007) found that employees in female-only prisons held more 
positive attitudes than those employed in male-only prisons. Similar findings have 
also been found amongst judges. For instance, upon reviewing the court 
transcripts and sentencing comments of seven female perpetrated child sexual 
abuse cases and seven matched male perpetrated sexual abuse cases, Deering and 
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Mellor (2009) found that women offenders were likely to receive less jail time 
than male offenders. The female offenders’ personal backgrounds and situations 
at the time of offending were perceived as worthy of sympathy and they were 
considered to have good prospects of rehabilitation.  
 
One rationale proposed for these attitudinal differences are the effects of 
gender role socialisation and the traditional sexual scripts established in society. 
From an early age, most members of society are taught, either overtly or covertly, 
about typical gender roles, whereby females are regarded as nurturers, who are 
passive, weak, and at times asexual (Wolff & Taylor, 1977, Denov, 2003). Once 
these schemas are developed and reinforced through life experiences it becomes 
increasingly difficult to believe that a woman is capable of harming another. To 
believe so, requires the ability to challenge all these firmly ingrained societal 
beliefs and think outside of the box created by society and culture (Denov, 2004).  
 
Another explanation of differing attitudes towards female offenders as 
suggested by Murphy and Brown (2000) is the double deviance hypothesis. First 
developed by Heidensohn (1985), this theory proposes that female offenders are 
perceived to have transgressed both the social norms of acceptable conduct as 
well as to have offended against expectations about gender appropriate behaviour. 
Worral (1990) posits that female offenders are “offered the opportunity to 
neutralise the effects of her law-breaking activity” and suggests this is done by 
women presenting themselves as domesticated, sexually passive and 
constitutionally fragile. As such, the manner in which a female presents herself to 
the CJS can result in either leniency and/or demonizing effects that are not 
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apparent in attitudes towards male offenders. For example, if the woman acts 
passively at court, fitting back into the sex role stereotype, she is more likely to 
gain leniency than if she were to assert herself and act more like a man 
(Heidensohn).  
 
Furthermore, accountability, or responsibility, of female offenders is often 
minimised in comparison to male offenders. For instance, the actions of female 
offenders are often minimised by society, the media and even the criminal justice 
system as evidenced in the many stereotypes where female offenders are depicted 
as being coerced by male offenders, rather than acting of their own free will 
(Ford, 2006). If individuals believe this stereotype, then they would be more 
likely to demonstrate more negative attitudes towards male offenders than female 
offenders. Similar beliefs are echoed in research by Horn and Hollin (1997) who 
found that both police and non-police participants viewed female offenders as less 
‘fundamentally bad’ than male offenders, as more similar to non-offenders, and as 
more trustworthy than male offenders.  
 
Interestingly though, the greatest support for reintegration remained with the 
generic offender, rather than the female offender. This finding is not easily 
interpretable in a theoretical context and raises the question about what type of 
offender an individual holds in their mind when they are answering questions 
about offenders without being given a specific description. Further research, 
examining the community’s notion of an ‘ideal’ offender, may assist to 
understand these findings.  
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6.4  Impact of Offence type on support for reintegration  
   
As predicted in Hypothesis 4, information provided about the type of offence 
influenced participants’ level of support for the combined reintegrative domains. 
Participants were most supportive of the unspecified or generic offenders across 
both domains, and least supportive of sex offenders with a child victim, also 
across both domains. This is in line with various research that makes reference to 
the fact that sex offenders tend to be a highly stigmatised group toward whom 
hostility and aggression is routinely directed, both inside prison and in the wider 
community (Kitzinger, 1999). One explanation for such widespread negative 
views toward sex offenders, is offered by Weeks et al. (1995) who suggested that 
maintaining negative perceptions of sex offenders serves to insulate individuals 
from aligning themselves too closely with those who are routinely looked upon 
with disgust and abhorrence.  
 
In line with such sentiments, it could be suggested that individuals are likely 
to be less supportive of sex offender reintegration over other types of offenders as 
they are aware that the community in general holds particularly negative views 
toward these offenders. Conformity prejudice would be supportive of such a 
suggestion. Vidmar (1997; 2002) developed a useful framework for 
conceptualising the types of prejudice that can infuse the trial process, including 
conformity prejudice. He suggested that conformity prejudice exists when a juror 
“perceives that there is such a strong community reaction in favour of a particular 
outcome of a trial that he or she is likely to be influenced in reaching a verdict 
consistent with the perceived community feelings rather than an impartial 
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evaluation of the trial evidence” (p. 81-82). In the case of reintegration, 
participants asked to support policies or for their willingness to work with or live 
near a sex offender would find it counter-attitudinal and in contrast with the 
broader community’s attitudinal context, that condemns sex offenders and is 
generally not concerned for their welfare. Thus, it would be difficult for an 
individual to support processes that are seen to be assisting such individuals, even 
if they were told that it may assist to reduce recidivism.  
 
A significant difference was also found amongst the type of sex offender with, 
participants being more supportive of sex offenders with adult victim and child 
pornography than sex offenders with a child victim, across both domains. These 
findings are consistent with previous research conducted by Lea and colleagues 
(1999) who found that participants differentiated between sex offenders with 
child victims and those with adult victims. Similarly, Ferguson and Ireland (2006) 
found that male participants’ attitudes were more negative toward child sex 
offenders than sex offenders who committed stranger rape. In addition, Weekes 
and colleagues (1995) also found that participants had more negative attitudes 
toward sex offenders who victimised children. Although the general social 
stigmas and myths surrounding sex offenders is that they are deranged, mentally 
ill, sick or crazy, sex offenders who victimise children, in particular, are viewed 
as more immoral and mentally disordered (Weeks et al.). 
 
Attribution theory, attribution of responsibility in particular, may be one lens 
through which to understand the differences in attitudes toward offenders with 
adult versus child victims. Walster (1966) suggested that assigning responsibility 
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for a severe accident to chance implies that such an event is beyond anybody’s 
power or control. As such, such a painful event can even happen to us at a future 
time. Thus, by assigning responsibility to something other than chance, an 
individual feels he or she will be able to avoid such an accident. Lerner (1965; 
Lerner & Matthews, 1967) then went one step further to postulate that individuals 
wish to believe in a ‘just world’ where good outcomes happen to good people and 
bad consequences happen to people who must be bad. Accordingly, to maintain a 
belief in a just world, an individual witnessing an accident has three options. First, 
they can believe that the victim will be compensated for their suffering. Second, 
they can convince themselves that the victim was, in some way, responsible for 
their own misfortune. Third, they can derogate the victim, for example “horrible 
people deserve to suffer” (Chaiken & Darley, 1973, p 268).  
 
The association between childhood and innocence is universal (Ellis, 2000), 
thus in the case of a sex offence with an adult versus child victim it would make 
intuitive sense that blame could only be assigned to the adult victim and not to a 
child victim. In line with the theory of attribution of responsibility, by attributing 
some (or all) blame to the adult victim, an individual can maintain the feeling of 
some sense of control over their own situation and therefore feel that the 
likelihood of finding themselves in a similar situation is minimal if they do not 
identify similarly to the victim.  Children on the other hand are innocent and 
unable to control such situations; as such individuals cannot attribute blame for 
such situations on a child victim, but will attribute all the blame on to the 
offender. As such, more blame is attributed to an offender with a child victim than 
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an offender with an adult victim, resulting in more negative attitudes toward the 
former. 
 
Furthermore, numerous studies have shown that the degree of harm or damage 
affects the demand for punishment (Casey & O’Connell, 1999; Horan & Kaplan, 
1983; Robbennolt, 2000), as well as the perceived seriousness of the offence 
(Gebotys & Dasgupta, 1987). It could also be suggested that the degree of harm 
could be perceived to be greater for a child victim than an adult victim, as an adult 
victim should have developed a greater level of skill to deal with traumatic events 
than a child. Therefore, an individual would demand more punishment for a sex 
offender with a child victim than an adult victim. In the case of reintegration, it is 
suggested that an individual will be less supportive of assisting sex offenders with 
child victims than adult victims as they perceive they are more deserving of 
punishment and less deserving of assistance.  
 
Support for the reintegration of an offender convicted of child pornography 
was not found to be significantly different from that of a sex offender with an 
adult victim. Perhaps, the level of perceived harm was thought to be less than that 
of a contact offence with a child, and similar to that for an adult victim, therefore 
explaining the lack of significant difference between them. Child pornography is 
a newer concept than that of more ‘traditional’ sex offences, thus individuals may 
not have as much knowledge and understanding about the offence, and the 
possible effects of such offences on the victim.  
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When considering the outcomes of testing for Hypotheses 3 and 4 it becomes 
evident that providing additional, or more specific, information results in a change 
in participants’ levels of support for reintegration. Previous research has identified 
that general attitudes tend to be more punitive than specific attitudes (Cumberland 
& Zamble, 1992; Gelb, 2007; Hough & Roberts, 1999; Kury & Ferdinand, 1999), 
which would suggest that providing more specific information would result in 
more negative attitudes and therefore less support for reintegration. However, the 
current findings demonstrate that the type of specific information provided can 
influence the direction of the attitude rather than just being more specific per se. 
For instance, the current results demonstrate that support for reintegration 
decreases when specific information with a negative connotation is provided (e.g. 
history of prior offending, sex offender) and increases when specific information 
with a positive connotation is provided (e.g. demonstration of remorse, or 
completion of a rehabilitation program). 
 
6.5  Predictors of support for reintegration  
 
Maruna and King’s predictive model of public support for community 
penalties was applied to determine a predictive model of public support for 
reintegration proximity and policy. As predicted in Hypotheses 5a, 5b, 5c, and 5d, 
demographic factors significantly predicted participants’ level of support for 
reintegration (proximity 3.9%; policy 4.4%), and significant predictive ability was 
added to the model when instrumental (proximity 4.6%; policy 2.9%), expressive-
emotive (proximity 2.9%; policy 5.3%), and core belief factors (proximity 7.3%; 
policy 17.7%) were included.  
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Demographic factors provided the least amount of explanation and core belief 
factors provided the most variance in participant levels of support for 
reintegration on both a proximity and policy level. Such results are in line with 
Maruna and Kings (2004) predictive model of public support for community 
penalties. Also in line with Maruna and King’s findings is that expressive-
emotive factors offered the second greatest amount of explanation for 
reintegration on a policy level. However, for reintegrative support on a proximity 
level, instrumental factors offered the second greatest amount of explanation of 
variance.  
 
These results indicate that instrumental concerns about personal safety are 
triggered when a person considered being personally involved with an offender, 
while expressive-emotive concerns about the cohesion of society were triggered 
when they considered more abstract policy issues. Thus, taken together with the 
results of section 6.2, not only do participants differentiate between reintegration 
proximity and policy, but the underlying factors that trigger the attitudes toward 
these domains are different.  
 
The manner in which the collective demographic, instrumental, expressive-
emotive and core belief predictors contributed to the overall predictive power of 
the regression models was fairly equal for both reintegration proximity and policy 
(except for the opposite contribution of instrumental and expressive-emotive 
factors); however, the individual predictors tended to vary from proximity to 
policy. 
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As noted above, demographic factors accounted for less than 5% of the 
explained variance in support for reintegration, and the individual predictor’s 
contribution tended to vary between reintegration proximity and policy and from 
model to model. For instance, for reintegration proximity, gender, parental status 
and education were significant predictors in Model 1, 2 and 3. Here, males, 
parents and those that were more educated were found to be more supportive of 
reintegration policy. However, in the final model (Model 4) gender and age were 
found to be the only significant demographic predictors.  Similarly, for 
reintegration policy, age, parental status and education level were the significant 
predictors for Model 1, 2 and 3. Here, those individuals who were older, parents 
and had higher education levels were found to be more supportive of reintegration 
policy. However, in the final model (Model 4) only age and education remained 
as significant predictors. This demonstrates that the effects of education and 
parental status are suppressed when core beliefs are added to the model. Such 
findings are considered to be positive as they demonstrate that there is room for 
change. For instance, unlike most demographic factors which cannot be changed, 
core beliefs can be addressed and possibly changed with further information and 
education.  
 
Upon further analysis of the contribution of demographic factors, age and 
gender were the only significant predictors in the final model for reintegration 
proximity, whereas gender was not predictive in reintegration policy. Instead age 
and education were the only two significant predictors for reintegration policy in 
the final model. Such findings may suggest that irrespective of gender, people are 
willing to support reintegration policy as they do not feel personally affected by 
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these policies. However, when it comes to reintegration proximity, gender has an 
impact, with females being less likely to be supportive, possibly due to fear of 
having to be personally involved with offenders.  
 
In relation to the effects of education, it is suggested that those individuals 
with higher levels of education are more likely to understand policies and their 
implications for offender needs, and therefore to be more supportive of them. 
Previous research has demonstrated that education increases openness to new 
information, subsequently influencing public opinion about law and order issues 
to the extent that better educated and more informed people express less punitive 
points of view (Lock, 1999). However, it appears that when it comes to 
reintegration proximity and subsequent contact with offenders, education, or an 
understanding of offender needs, does not make a difference as people are not 
willing to be personally involved in the reintegration process. Such findings are in 
line with the NIMBY research, where it has consistently been found that 
individuals support the building of institutions such as prisons, despite their 
unwillingness to have them in their own community, as it seen as either a benefit 
or necessity for wider society. 
 
In relation to the effects of age, it is interesting to note that the relationship 
between age and reintegration proximity and policy varies. For instance, older 
people were found to be less supportive of reintegration proximity, but more 
supportive of reintegration policy. As discussed above, it is postulated that older 
participants are more concerned with the needs of others, thus see the value of 
assisting offenders with reintegration needs and therefore are more supportive of 
287 
 
 
such policies, but that they are more fearful of being personally involved with the 
reintegration process because they tend to have a greater fear of victimisation than 
younger individuals.  
 
Of note is that although both Instrumental variables were found to be 
significantly predictive for reintegration proximity, with the more fearful people 
and those who had previously been a victim being less supportive, neither were 
significantly predictive for reintegration policy in the final model. Therefore, 
Instrumental factors appear very important when it comes to personal 
involvement with reintegration but not when it comes to reintegration policy. 
Such findings make intuitive sense with thoughts and feelings associated with 
prior victimisation and fear of crime being more likely to be triggered when an 
individual is required to be personally involved with an offender. Furthermore, as 
noted within the NIMBY literature, it is common for individuals to experience 
increased fear of crime when they are in close proximity to correctional 
institutions. 
 
In relation to expressive-emotive factors, the only significant predictor for 
reintegration proximity was the belief that crime is increasing, with those 
individuals who felt crime was increasing being less supportive of reintegration 
proximity. Perhaps when it comes to personal involvement with the reintegration 
process, individuals who believe crime is increasing are more likely to be fearful 
of future victimisation and are therefore less willing to work with or live near an 
offender. However, both expressive-emotive factors (the addition of confidence in 
the CJS) were found to be significantly predictive for reintegration policy with 
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those who felt crime was increasing and had lower levels of confidence in the CJS 
being less supportive of reintegrative policy. This may be due to individuals only 
being willing to support reintegration policies (or possibly any government 
policies) if they have confidence that the CJS is working and therefore believe 
that crime is decreasing. If their confidence in the CJS was low and they believed 
crime was increasing then they may have no confidence that the policies 
themselves are efficacious or valuable, and as such would be less likely to support 
them. 
 
The findings that the level of contribution of instrumental and expressive-
emotive factors varies for reintegration proximity and policy, is suggestive of a 
dual narrative about what influences community support for reintegration. When 
it comes to being personally involved in the reintegration process (i.e. working 
with or living near an offender), participants’ beliefs about how well 
rehabilitation works to change an offender (redeemability) and their personal 
experiences (victimisation and fear of further victimisation) have a greater impact 
on their willingness to do so than expressive-emotive explanations, such as 
participants’ beliefs about how stable and cohesive society is. In contrast, when it 
comes to support for reintegrative policies the more a person believes 
rehabilitation can reduce offending behaviour and that society is stable and 
cohesive, the more they are likely to support reintegrative policy. One possible 
explanation for such findings could be that when participants think about 
government policies they think about the wider needs of the community rather 
than their own personal experiences and how they would be impacted by these 
policies. Such an explanation would also be consistent with the NIMBY literature.  
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In line with the findings of Maruna and King (2004), the current results 
demonstrated that core belief factors contributed the most explanation to the 
predicitve models of reintegration proximity and policy (7.9% and 17.9% 
respectively). However, Maruna and King found that both beliefs about the causes 
of crime and beliefs in redeemability were significant predictors of pro 
community sanction attitudes. In contrast, within the current study, only belief in 
redeemability was found to be a significant predictor of support for reintegration 
proximity and policy. This suggests that when an individual is deciding whether 
they will support reintegration, they don’t care about why the offender committed 
the crime, but only whether the offender can change. Thus, those individuals who 
see criminality as a largely unstable, trait and believe in offenders’ abilities to 
change their behaviour, will be more supportive of reintegration.  
  
One possible explanation that may have contributed to the discrepancy 
between the current findings and those of Maruna and King (2004) is 
methodological differences. Within their study, Maruna and King directly asked 
participants if they thought crime is a choice. In contrast, the current study asked 
an open ended question about participants’ beliefs about the causes of crime and 
subsequently recoded the responses to reflect a belief in either a dispositional or 
situational factor. An open ended question provided a forum for a wider range of 
views to be expressed, which revealed that beliefs about the causes of crime are 
complex and pluralistic, but that they ultimately do not relate to participants' 
support for reintegration. However, a possible limitation of an open ended 
question is that it may have failed to bring the issue of dispositional versus 
situational explanations to their attention.  
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These findings also have significant implications for offender reintegration as 
well as for stigma and labeling theories. They suggest that offenders are 
stigmatised or labelled, regardless of why people believe they committed the 
crime. As such, individuals are not sympathetic to the causes of a crime and are 
only likely to accept the stigmatised person when they feel that they can change 
their undesirable trait. 
 
Furthermore, given that instrumental factors (victimisation and fear of crime) 
did not contribute as much to the model as redeemability, it would suggest that 
the public’s criminological beliefs and understanding about an offender’s ability 
to change play a greater role than actual experiences with victimisation in 
determining support for reintegration. As such, there may be a role for public 
education and working with public views to increase support for reintegration.  
 
Overall, the current findings demonstrate that more of the variance was 
explained for participant support of reintegration policy than of reintegration 
proximity (30.3% versus 19%). Further research is required to investigate if this 
difference is a meaningful one and to identify contributing factors for such a 
difference. These findings also demonstrate that there is still a large amount of 
unexplained variance in participant views toward reintegration proximity and 
policy. 
 
Finally, the greatest discrepancy was for the contribution of core belief factors 
with 11.2% of the variance explained in Maruna and King’s (2004) model and 
17.9% in the current study. Furthermore, not only was a greater level of variance 
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explained in the current study, but this variance was due to only one of the core 
belief variables (redeemability) in the current study whereas both core belief 
factors (redeemability and beliefs in the cause of crime) were predictive in 
Maruna and King’s model.  
 
The greater emphasis of redeemability in the current study than in Maruna and 
King’s (2004) may be due to participants wanting to believe that offenders are 
capable of change prior to them receiving any government assistance. For 
instance, they don’t want an offender to receive assistance with housing or 
employment unless they have changed into a presumably law abiding member of 
society. Such a view is in line with the notion of the doctrine of less eligibility, 
which was first articulated by theorist and criminologist Georg Rusche (White, 
2008). The principle of less eligibility stipulates that if imprisonment is to act as a 
deterrent, the treatment given to a prisoner should not be superior to that provided 
to a member of the lowest significant social class in the free society (Sieh, 1989). 
As a by-product, this principle appears to place offenders/prisoners in a separate, 
less deserving category than the lowest class in society. Thus, in reference to 
reintegration, the public would not be supportive of offenders receiving assistance 
with housing and employment when a law abiding member of the community 
does not receive the same assistance; unless that offender had been perceived to 
have changed and were therefore accepted back as a member of the wider 
community. 
 
To some extent, this notion that the community is more willing to support 
reintegration for offenders once the system has ‘fixed’ (rehabilitated) them is a 
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concerning one for reintegration. It suggests that the community only thinks about 
reintegration once the offender has ‘changed’ and as such they are willing to 
support a ‘changed’ person, but not assist that person to make change. 
Rehabilitation alone only has a success rate of between 10%-50% and support 
with reintegration is suggested to assist in addressing this gap and facilitating 
further change. Thus, if rehabilitation alone does not work and the community is 
not willing to help those who have not been rehabilitated (or who have changed), 
quite an impasse is created.  
 
6.6  Impact of offence characteristics on predictors of support for 
reintegration.  
 
Given that the predictive model in the current study was developed using the 
generic offence type and offence type was found to make a significant difference 
to participants’ levels of support for the reintegration domains, Hypothesis 6 
aimed to investigate if the predictor variables were consistent across offence 
types. For instance, it could be posited that parental status may have emerged as a 
significant predictor only for the sex offence with child victim. However, results 
indicated that the model did not vary significantly by offence type for the 
Employment Proximity, Employment Policy and Housing Policy domains. 
However, there were some differences for the generic offence and access child 
pornography offence on the Housing Proximity domain.  
 
Upon further inspection of the Employment Proximity model, two main 
differences were found. First, the effect of age and redeemability predictors varied 
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for the generic offence type compared to all other offence types. Age appears to 
have a negative effect for the generic offence type, whilst it has a positive effect 
for the remainder of the offence types. This indicates that as individuals get older 
they are less likely to support the generic offence type compared to the remainder 
of the offence types. It is possible that this inverse relationship with age suggests 
that when it comes to housing, younger participants picture the generic offender 
more positively than older participants, and as such support decreases with age.  
 
Further, the redeemability predictor has a stronger influence for the generic 
offence type than the remainder of the offence types. Again this suggests that 
generic offences are viewed differently to specified offences, and that for the 
domain of housing, redeemability becomes increasingly important when an 
offence is unspecified.  
 
Second, the effect of respondents’ education varied for the access child 
pornography offence type compared to all other offence types. Here, education 
has a stronger effect for the access child pornography offence than for the 
remainder of the offence types. Accessing child pornography is a relatively new 
sexual offence and is not as well published by the media as contact offences. 
Thus, it could be suggested that those individuals with higher levels of education 
have a better understanding of this type of offence and therefore their attitudes 
toward it vary.  
 
It is difficult to interpret why significant differences were only found on the 
Housing proximity domain. However, one possible explanation may be that this is 
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the domain in which participants feel most vulnerable. For instance, if someone 
does not want to work with an offender they can avoid being on the same shift as 
that offender or look for alternate employment. However, if someone lives near 
an offender, it is much more difficult to avoid that offender and to find alternate 
accommodation. Thus, the housing domain can be said to have much more 
personal impact on an individual than the employment domain. Further research 
investigating these differences is required to gain a better understanding of the 
contributing factors of this difference.  
 
6.7  Summary of major findings 
 
Overall, the findings of the current study have provided a starting point for 
researchers to understand community views and level of support for reintegration 
in Victoria. It is evident that reintegration is given the lowest priority when 
compared to the remainder of the sentencing goals. Such views mirror that of the 
CJS, which although acknowledging the importance of reintegration, does not 
include it as a formal sentencing goal. 
 
Given such views, the community is still willing to support reintegrative 
policies and become personally involved with the reintegration process. However, 
there is a clear divide between people’s willingness to support reintegrative 
policies and their willingness to be personally involved in the reintegration 
process. Typically, they are most supportive of the generic or unspecified 
offender with level of support changing according to the provision of more 
specific information. When positive specific information is provided (e.g. 
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demonstration of remorse, completion of rehabilitation program) support 
increases, and when negative specific information is provided (e.g. sex offence, 
history of multiple crimes) support decreases.  
 
Finally, Maruna and King’s predictive model of public views toward 
community sanctioning was tested for its applicability to offender reintegration on 
both a proximity and policy level. Both the proximity and policy models 
demonstrated that demographic factors, expressive-emotive, instrumental and 
belief factors were found to be significant predictors of attitudes toward 
reintegration, despite the type of offence committed. Of particular note is that 
belief in redeemability was by far the greatest predictor of support for 
reintegration policy and proximity, which suggests that the public don’t care 
about the crime that the offender committed, as long as they believe that the 
offender can change.    
 
6.8  Implications of the current research and directions for future 
research  
 
As discussed in Chapter 1 key responses to crime have typically focused on 
punishment and rehabilitation. It has also been demonstrated that approximately 
50% of offenders return to custody, suggesting that a sole focus on these two 
responses to crime does not work. As such it is important to look at additional 
factors or processes that can assist to reduce recidivism and this study suggests 
that reintegration could be this missing link in the manner in which the CJS 
responds to crime.  
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The GLM is a strength based rehabilitation framework that could be 
considered a new wave approach to offender rehabilitation. It has a holistic focus 
in that it aims to equip offenders with the internal and external resources needed 
to desist from offending behaviour (Laws & Ward, 2011). Subsequently, it has 
added a psychosocial dimension to rehabilitative intervention and promotes the 
importance of reintegration in the desistance process. Thus, the incorporation of a 
GLM framework, rather than a sole focus on risk management (e.g. RNR focus) 
by governments, including policy makers and program developers, results in a 
need for an increased focus on reintegration.  
 
Human beings are known to seek the path of least resistance when it comes to 
getting on with their lives and getting what they want (Laws & Ward, 2011). 
Offenders are human beings, and as such seek ways to meet their needs in order 
to live fulfilling lives. According to the GLM, offending tends to occur in the 
context of individuals attempting to achieve their primary goods in an antisocial 
manner, often due to limited pro-social skills. Thus, if offenders are not assisted 
to meet their primary goods, such as employment and housing, in a pro-social 
manner, they are likely to return to offending behaviour. Accordingly, focusing 
on offender reintegration needs could assist to decrease the rate of recidivism and 
subsequent rising imprisonment rates.  
 
On a theoretical level, this study takes into account the various terms and 
conceptualisations of reintegration and provides a new detailed definition of 
reintegration that differentiates it from rehabilitation and desistance. The current 
definition also emphasises the importance of the bi-directional relationship 
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between the offender and the community; highlighting that the community and 
the offender both need to be ‘willing’ and ‘able’ to participate in the reintegration 
process. Furthermore, it acknowledges that there are different levels of obstacles 
and personal thresholds that can interfere with this process on a community and 
personal level. A unique feature of this definition is that it places reintegration as 
a parallel process to that of desistance where desistance is affected by and 
predictive of reintegration, and reintegration is affected by and predictive of 
desistance. Essentially then, the two processes become mutual protective factors 
for one another.  
 
Further, the results of this study reveal that the community is not willing to be 
an equal and active participant in the reintegration and desistance process, which 
is indicated as a vital element within the Model of Interactive Reintegration and 
Desistance. First, this is evidenced by the fact that they are much more willing to 
support policies related to reintegration rather than to become personally involved 
in the reintegration process. Second, they are willing to support reintegration for 
those offenders who have already made a change and are desisting. Thus, they are 
willing to maintain the changes they believe the offender should have made in the 
CJS rather than being actual agents of change alongside the offender. Further, 
given that the community is not willing to be personally involved with the process 
of reintegration, they are creating barriers to the development of an environment 
in which the underlying theoretical mechanisms of reintegration can successfully 
occur.  
 
298 
 
 
In addition, this study further demonstrates the conceptual difference between 
rehabilitation and reintegration. Chapter Two distinguished between the two 
concepts noting several differences including the differences in the mechanisms 
of change such that rehabilitation focuses on psychological factors while 
reintegration addresses broader environmental or psychosocial factors. Further, 
the results demonstrate that participants prioritise rehabilitation and reintegration 
differently, which also supports this notion. The strong emphasis on redeemability 
in the current results, add further weight to this distinction. For instance, the fact 
that participants were more inclined to support ‘changed’ (rehabilitated) 
individuals with reintegration suggests that the public do not see rehabilitation 
and reintegration as being the same. It can also be suggested that such results 
indicate that participants view reintegration as a continuation of rehabilitation. As 
such, the CJS should also follow suit and acknowledge that the two concepts are 
in fact quite distinct. One manner in which to do this is to add reintegration as a 
sentencing goal to the existing goals of retribution, deterrence, incapacitation, 
denunciation and rehabilitation. 
 
Over time, the notion of rehabilitation has gained increased support 
suggesting that the public has become less punitive. There has also been an 
increased support of community penalties, demonstrating that the community is 
open to alternative forms of punishment. Similarly, over time, the idea of 
reintegration can increase in popularity, especially with continued demonstration 
of its positive effects on desistance. The current study provides the first insights 
into how the community feels about reintegration. The results demonstrate that 
members of the Victorian community are neither supportive nor unsupportive of 
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the idea of reintegration, with support averaging around a do not agree or disagree 
score. Such results demonstrate that there is scope for governments to further 
develop support for reintegration. However, as the Community Readiness Model 
suggests, any new initiatives must be appropriate for the current level of 
acceptance within a community (Edwards, et al., 2000). Therefore, for the best 
chance of successfully promoting acceptance for the process of offender 
reintegration, work needs to be done to increase the communities’ level of support 
for reintegration first. 
 
One manner in which to do so is to formally include reintegration in the 
dialogue about crime, punishment and rehabilitation. However, a more powerful 
message would include adding reintegration to the list of sentencing goals, which 
could assist to legitimise it in the mind of the public. Although all Australian 
jurisdictions explicitly state a commitment to providing services that facilitate 
transition or reintegration, it is yet to be acknowledged as a significant aspect of 
the sentencing process. Subsequently, the process of reintegration is treated as 
being less important than the remainder of the sentencing goals. This sentiment is 
then visible amongst the community, as participants in the current study had 
reintegration as the lowest priority amongst the sentencing goals. Thus, if we 
want to increase community support of reintegration, the CJS needs to 
demonstrate that it too sees reintegration as a high priority in addressing 
recidivism.   
 
Although community attitudes appear to be neither here nor there in relation 
to reintegration, the picture changes considerably when it comes to the 
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reintegration of sex offenders. For instance, results indicated that support for 
reintegration of sex offenders, compared to a generic offender, decreased to an 
average strongly disagree score. Such findings have significant implications for 
the reintegration prospects of sex offenders when compared to other offender 
types. For instance, if members of the community are less willing to accept sex 
offenders back into the community compared to other offenders, they serve to 
further isolate sex offenders. As such, sex offenders are more likely to be isolated, 
unemployed and have unsatisfactory housing, which could significantly increase 
their risk of recidivism (Willis, Levenson & Ward, 2010).  
 
The media is the primary method by which the public gain information about 
sex offenders (Brown et al, 2008). Since the media tends to sensationalise sex 
crime stories, it is not surprising that community views are filled with 
misconceptions. Furthermore, the media and subsequently the public and 
governments are risk-focused and somewhat reactive to perceived risk. Perhaps 
re-focusing the focus of media stories and increasing education about the benefits 
of community reintegration and how it can decrease risk can assist to increase 
support for the reintegration of sex offenders.  
 
As noted above, the current study provides the first insights into how the 
community feels about reintegration, therefore it can provide some guidance on 
how to move forward with working with the community on reintegration at both a 
policy and proximity level, a challenge which is unique to reintegration, as both 
rehabilitation and imprisonment only require policy support from the community 
rather than a personal involvement.  
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Firstly, in regards to both reintegration policy and proximity the notion of 
redeemability appears central to increasing community support as it was the 
single strongest predictor of such support. Thus, one of the keys to increasing 
support could be to infuse messages about reintegration with the prospect that 
offenders are capable of change. Even more, an emphasis should be placed on the 
notion that people often make the most change when they have the help and 
support of their community as opposed to just formal professional rehabilitation 
programs. Additionally, giving offenders an opportunity to give something back 
to the community via structured community programs may assist the community 
to feel as though it is gaining something rather than just perceiving that it is 
‘giving’ to the offender. Utilising the media to report on human interest stories of 
‘changed’ offenders ‘doing good’, and the ways in which their communities 
helped them, may assist with this process.  
 
Furthermore, it appears as though the community still holds a dichotomous 
view of responses to crime (i.e. punishment and rehabilitation) in which they 
expect offenders to respond to consequences (e.g. incarceration will deter further 
crime) and be ‘fixed’ by professionals (e.g. rehabilitation programs will prevent 
further crime). As such, some expectation management is required about how 
much the criminal justice system can actually do via the use of punishment and 
rehabilitation. Subsequently more emphasis is required on the important role that 
community can play in further reducing crime. 
 
Both expressive-emotive factors and instrumental factors were also found to 
be predictive of support for reintegration. However, expressive-emotive factors 
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(e.g. confidence in the CJS and belief that crime is increasing) had a greater 
impact on support for reintegration policy whilst instrumental factors (e.g. prior 
victimisation and fear of crime) had a greater impact on support for reintegration 
proximity. Thus, in order increase support for reintegration both these factors 
need to be addressed. To a certain degree, this study demonstrates that despite 
decreasing crime rates, parts of the community feel that crime is increasing, fear 
being victims of crime, and possibly as a consequence, have lower levels of 
confidence in the CJS. Prior research in a range of countries also supports the 
notion that the public believes crime rates are worse than they are on reality 
(Garland, 2001; Hutton, 2005; Pfeiffer et al., 2005; Weatherburn & Indermaur, 
2004). It makes intuitive sense that if the community feels this way it would be 
less likely to support offenders returning to their community. As such, to increase 
support for reintegration the community needs to be educated about crime 
statistics. In addition, educating the community about the factors that contribute to 
offending behaviour, such as unemployment, homelessness and no support, may 
also assist in demonstrating the importance of reintegration.   
 
Research is now consistently demonstrating that the public is actually less 
punitive than commonly portrayed, and that people are willing to accept the use 
of alternatives to imprisonment, particularly for vulnerable groups of offenders 
(Gelb, 2007; 2008). Unlike the half a century's worth of research, across several 
academic disciplines, that is available on punitive attitudes, the findings of the 
current study indicate that there is a need to learn more about the social 
psychology of non-punitive attitudes. The current results demonstrate that the 
reintegration proximity and reintegration policy predictive models account for 
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19% and 30.3% of the variance in support for reintegration. As such there is still 
approximately 80% and 70% (respectively) of variance unexplained. It is 
important that future research investigate the origins of public compassion, 
forgiveness or empathy in regards to offenders, in the hope to better understand 
what accounts for the remainder of this variance. Without such knowledge there 
remains little guidance as to how to promote a more tolerant society in which 
reintegration of offenders may be more highly valued. Specific to reintegration, 
the use of a qualitative approach, such as simply asking members of the 
community what things come to mind when they are asked to think about 
supporting reintegration may be a useful starting point.  
 
Finally, it is important to note that although this thesis has produced some 
important findings it has primarily focused on the social aspects of reintegration. 
As such, this thesis is the starting point in understanding community attitudes 
toward reintegration and the focus of future research might be to extend this 
work, and move toward the examination of the psychological factors associated 
with community attitudes and core beliefs and processes (e.g., schema theory; 
cognitive dissonance; narrative shifts etc.) regarding reintegration. These 
psychological factors might be additional mechanisms of change at the 
community level that could allow reintegration to work.  
 
6.9 General limitations of the current research  
 
Despite the informative findings of the current study, there are several 
limitations inherent that should be noted. The questionnaire was lengthy, paper 
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based, and sent via post to people’s homes. This may have contributed to the 
amount of missing data, and limited the sample obtained. The occurrence of 
missing data is a common issue among research and one that it difficult to 
address. However, making the outcome measure ordinal (at the least) or 
continuous will assist in ensuring that the data analytic methods used to deal with 
missing data, such as Expectation-Maximisation (EM) algorithm, may be applied 
(Allison, 2002; Dempster, et al., 1977; Little & Rubin, 1987).     
 
In terms of the sample itself, attempts were made to obtain a heterogeneous 
sample that was representative of the Victorian population. However, in 
comparisons to the census data there was an over representation of those born in 
Australia, who speak English, are more educated, earn less, and are older than the 
average Victorian. As such, the views of those individuals who are younger, 
employed and earning more were under-represented, as were the views of those 
who are less educated or cannot speak English. Previous research has 
acknowledged that race, age, and income can impact upon attitudes toward crime 
and punishment, thus the current results may be similarly affected (Dowler, 2003; 
Walker, Collins & Wilson, 1978).  However, it should be noted that research has 
identified these variables can both positively and negatively impact upon 
punitiveness. Further, demographic factors have been found to relate to 
punitiveness in the public opinion literature, they typically do not explain any 
more than 10 percent of the variance in attitudes (Cullen, Clark, Cullen & 
Mathers, 1985; Fox, Radelet, & Bonsteel, 1991). Therefore, although the impact 
of sample differences should be considered, they do not render the current results 
completely ungeneralisable and it is difficult to determine in which way they may 
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be impacted (e.g. positivelyor negatively). An additional e-survey, available in 
multiple languages, could be employed to supplement a paper based survey to 
help entice these groups to participate. Alternatively, steps could be taken to 
deliberately stratify the sample in order to capture those who are less likely to 
respond.  
 
More recent research has also identified that racial typification can impact 
upon support for more punitive crime control measures (Mears, et al. 2011). 
Given that the current study did not include the possible effects of racial 
typification, it is not known if attitudes toward reintegration were impacted by 
such beliefs. Future, research may wish to include such a measure. 
 
An open ended question was utilised to ask participants about what they 
believe causes crime. However, an open ended question may have been more 
difficult for respondents to respond to, failing to bring the issue of dispositional 
versus situational explanations to participants’ attention. The large number of 
missing answers to this question may be an indication of this.  
 
There was a significant level of missing data (25.1%) for the Cause of Crime 
variable, which made it inappropriate to utilise a missing data imputation method. 
Subsequently, 663 cases were removed from the final dataset. However, a 
significant difference was found between participants who answered this question 
and those who did not on some of the dependant variables. As such, results may 
not be as generalisable to the wider population.  
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The response rate for the current study was 21.9%, which is over 30% lower 
than the average response rate of 52.7% found by Baruch and Holtom (2008). 
Asch, Jedrziewski and Christkis (1997) argue that it is important to evaluate a 
study with low response rate to determine if bias is present. Although the 
response rate was lower in the current study, the sample was still quite large (N = 
1964) and mostly representative of the Victorian public, which suggests that there 
may be limited bias. However, caution is needed when generalising the results to 
the wider Victorian public.  
 
The question relating to the prioritisation of the goals of sentencing was 
ambiguously worded, which possibly created confusion and subsequent variation 
in the manner in which participants responded to this question. For instance, some 
participants appeared to rank order the goals of sentencing, allocating a priority 
level between 1 and 7, whilst others appeared to rate the goals of sentencing along 
a Likert scale of 1-7, with 1 indicating highest priority. As such, there was some 
difficulty finding an appropriate statistical analysis to answer the question of how 
the community prioritises the goals of sentencing. In addition, the courts have 
been demonstrated to consider rehabilitation to be one of the aims of punishment. 
Thus, there may have been some confusion when punishment and rehabilitation 
are contrasted as two different aims. As such, the findings related to this question 
should be interpreted with some caution.  
 
The wording of the sexual offences items may also be considered as a 
limitation. For instance, two of the offences included the words “physical contact” 
and “sexual” while the third offence (accessing child pornography) failed to have 
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either of these (although physical contact could not be used). As such, this offence 
type may not have triggered the same response and subsequently may have biased 
the participant to think that it is not as serious an offence.  Furthermore, the notion 
of child pornography as an offence is fairly new to the research literature, and 
possibly to the lay community. Therefore, participants may not have a great level 
of understanding of this offence or less so than the other two sexual offences, 
which are commonly portrayed in the media. A possible solution for future 
research could be to include a greater description/definition of the offences or 
vignettes/hypothetical scenarios. These have been found to be effective in 
eliciting respondents’ attitudes, perceptions and feelings towards wider, more 
complex social issues (Schoenberg & Ravdal, 2000).  
 
The current study focused more specifically on community views toward the 
reintegration of sex offenders compared to a ‘general’ or unspecified offender, 
which could be considered a limitation as there are many other offence types and 
it cannot be determined what type of offence participants may have had in mind. 
Thus, it is acknowledged that the public may have very different attitudes toward 
acquisitive offenders versus violent offenders, instrumental versus expressive 
offences, young versus old offenders, etc., and that this may have impacted the 
results. However, as noted throughout the thesis sex offenders with child victims 
are often viewed as most repugnant and are therefore often the recipients of the 
most negative attitudes from the public. Subsequently, even though they do not 
make up the bulk of offenders being charged, incarcerated and subsequently 
returned to the community (Victoria Police, 2012), there is much focus on their 
release into the community and the risks that they pose. Therefore, if community 
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support for reintegration can be increased for this group of offenders, it is likely 
that this could result in a snow ball effect to other offence types.  
 
All of the measures utilised within the current study were subjective, self-
report and some were typically single questions, for instance, “I fear that I could 
one day be a victim of crime” or “Rehabilitation programs can reduce a person’s 
reoffending behaviour”. While self-report measures provide useful information, 
their intent is made quite clear to the test taker (Foley, Hartman, Dunn, Smith & 
Goldberg, 2002). Thus, the transparency of such items means that those 
individuals answering the question must provide an accurate report of their 
beliefs, which also assumes an adequate level of insight. Furthermore, given that 
there are no validity measures in such questions, it would be difficult to pick up if 
participants were answering in a socially desirable manner.  While this was 
difficult to overcome in the current study (as it was already a lengthy 
questionnaire), future research could look at more specific elements of the current 
study and accordingly, utilise standardized questionnaires, for instance a specific 
instrument that measures fear of crime. 
 
Finally, the variable of ‘redeemability’ was measured by the question 
‘Rehabilitation programs can reduce a person’s reoffending behaviour?’ 
Agreement with this question was taken as a belief in an offender’s ability to 
change with the assistance of rehabilitation. However, it could also be considered 
that this questions is more of a measure of the belief that rehabilitation works, 
rather than an offender’s ability to change. Future research may wish to ask a 
more specific question about an offender’s ability to change.  
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6.10  Conclusion 
 
The primary sentencing responses include the use of punishment and 
rehabilitation in an attempt to reduce recidivism, with the relative focus on either 
of these two responses tending to vary throughout history depending on the 
political climate. Despite the use of these two approaches, imprisonment rates 
continue to rise, with approximately 50% of offenders continuing to return to 
custody despite these efforts (Shinkfield, 2006; Weatherburn, et al., 2009). As a 
result, it has become clear that it is increasingly important to look at and explore 
additional approaches in order to more effectively address the issue of recidivism. 
One such approach is reintegration, which takes into account psychosocial factors 
and is concerned with assisting offenders to become active and productive 
contributors to their communities after involvements in the CJS (Van Ness & 
Strong, 2003). 
 
In unpacking the construct of reintegration, a number of theoretical 
perspectives were explored. In essence, these theories underpin the reintegration 
process, highlighting the many factors that are needed to increase the chances of it 
being successful, and subsequently decreasing recidivism. Furthermore, these 
theories emphasise how addressing reintegration can assist with the desistance 
process. For instance, via the development of a positive environment with pro-
social peers, which increases the stakes in conformity, and contributes to the 
development of a new pro-social identity. In line with these theories, a new 
definition and model of reintegration was proposed. This model proposed that 
reintegration is an ongoing psychosocial process whereby opportunities for the 
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offender to construct functional, personally-fulfilling, and responsible 
participation in wider society are sought, presented, and/or obstructed. It also 
presented reintegration as a dynamic process, which involves the individual and 
the community to equal levels. In this bi-directional interaction, the community 
must be ready and able to allow the offender to participate at an equivalent level 
to other law-abiding citizens, and the offender must be subjectively ready and 
able to participate in society as a law-abiding citizen. 
 
Together, these theories and the Model of Interactive Reintegration and 
Desistance, make it increasingly evident that community support and engagement 
are essential for successful reintegration to occur, and subsequently for an 
offender to move towards the development of a good life. Despite this, literature 
on what the community thinks or feels about reintegration is bare. Thus the 
current study provides the first insights into how the Victorian community feels 
about reintegration.  
 
When asked to prioritise the goals of sentencing, participants viewed 
reintegration as the lowest priority. Despite this, results indicated that the 
community is somewhat indifferent to the notion of reintegration, in that they do 
not hold particularly strong views that support or do not support reintegration. 
However, results also clearly identified that there is a divide between participant 
support at a proximal and policy level. For instance, although people may support 
offenders at a policy level, there is more of a reluctance to support them at a 
proximity level, where personal lives may be impacted by potential contact with 
offenders. Further, a divide was also evidenced between the domains of 
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employment and housing, with participants being more supportive of the 
employment domain, on both the proximity and policy levels.  
 
There are numerous factors which impact upon these attitudes, most of which 
are dynamic in nature and therefore amenable to change. The provision of neutral 
or positive information about the offender or offence (e.g. unspecified offence, 
rehabilitated, remorseful) increased support for reintegration and when negative 
information (e.g. recidivist, sex offender) was provided, support for reintegration 
decreased.  
 
In particular, a belief in redeemability was found to have the greatest 
association with support for reintegration, which indicates that no matter what a 
person does, the public just want to know that offenders can change. It also 
became evident that participants are more prepared to support or maintain a 
‘changed’ offender rather than to become agents of change and assist offenders to 
facilitate change. Such results indicate that the beliefs the community hold about 
offenders (i.e. whether they have already changed) and offences (i.e. some 
offences, such as sex offences, are less acceptable than others), act as cut off 
points for what they will and will not accept in relation to reintegration. 
 
Finally, the testing of two predictive models of reintegration revealed a 
number of highly predictive respondent variables. Of particular importance is that 
instrumental concerns about personal safety were triggered when participants 
considered being personally involved with an offender, while expressive-emotive 
concerns about the cohesion of society were triggered when they considered more 
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abstract policy issues. Further, in both cases, the more a person believed 
rehabilitation can reduce offending behaviour (i.e. that offenders are redeemable), 
the more they were likely to be supportive, demonstrating that the community is 
most concerned with whether an offender is capable of change. 
 
Practically, the overall results of this thesis indicate that the community is 
open to the notion of reintegration, but that they do have cut off points for the 
types of offenders they are willing to accept. In particular, they are more prepared 
to support a ‘changed’ offender rather than to assist them to facilitate change. 
This is problematic given that the reintegrative process itself is a mechanism for 
change and that the theoretical underpinnings of reintegration rely on community 
support and involvement for its success. As such, this thesis provided some 
insight into where the fertile ground for community-level interventions may exist. 
For instance, a ‘forensic health campaign’ can educate the public about factors 
(e.g. reintegration) that can assist offenders to change and subsequently assist the 
public to modify these attitudes and hopefully increase levels of support for 
reintegration. Although, it must be acknowledged that this is an onerous task, it is 
a step in the right direction.  
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Appendix 4: Table of variables with missing data  
Table 12  
Percentage of missing data for variables of interest 
Variable Percentage (%) missing data 
Gender 0.1% 
Parental status 0.2% 
Education 0.7% 
Income 5.6% 
Victim of crime 0.8% 
Cause of crime 0.0% 
Confidence in CJS 0.8% 
Fear of crime 1.1% 
Crime has increased 1.2% 
Rehabilitation works 1.1% 
Working with generic offender 6.0% 
Working with sexual assault – adult 1.6% 
Working with sexual assault – child 1.6% 
Working with access child porn 1.7% 
Working with – female 1.9% 
Working with  - male 1.9% 
Working with  - remorseful 1.8% 
Working with – completed rehabilitation 1.3% 
Govt support employment – generic 7.9% 
Govt support employment – sexual assault 
adult 
1.7% 
Govt support employment – sexual assault 
child 
1.8% 
Govt support employment – access child porn 1.9% 
Govt support employment – female 2.4% 
Govt support employment – male 2.5% 
Govt support employment – remorseful 2.7% 
Govt support employment – completed 
rehabilitation 
1.6% 
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Variable 
 
Percentage (%) missing data 
Living with generic offender 6.1% 
Living with sexual assault – adult 1.2% 
Living with sexual assault – child 1.3% 
Living with access child porn 1.2% 
Living with – female 1.9% 
Living with  - male 1.9% 
Living with  - remorseful 2.0% 
Living with – completed rehabilitation 1.3% 
Govt support Housing– generic 4.2% 
Govt support Housing – sexual assault adult 2.3% 
Govt support Housing – sexual assault child 2.2% 
Govt support Housing – access child porn 2.4% 
Govt support Housing – female 2.7% 
Govt support Housing – male 2.8% 
Govt support Housing – remorseful 2.5% 
Govt support Housing – completed 
rehabilitation 
2.6% 
Sentencing Priority – Punishment 1.5% 
Sentencing Priority – Rehabilitate  1.5% 
Sentencing Priority – Help offenders live 
productive lives  
1.2% 
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Appendix 5: Table of Skewness and Kurtosis levels outside the acceptable range 
 
Table 13  
Observed Skewness and Kurtosis statistics outside the acceptable range 
Variable Acceptable Skewness 
statistic range 
Observed Skewness statistic Acceptable kurtosis 
statistic range 
Observed Kurtosis statistic 
Work with – Sex offence 
child  
±2 3.03 - - 
Work with – Sex offence 
child porn 
 
±2 
 
2.03 
- - 
Live near - Sexual offence 
adult 
 
±2 
 
2.08 
- - 
Live near – Sex offence child  
±2 
 
3.26 
- - 
Live near – Sex offence child 
porn 
 
±2 
 
2.06 
- - 
Work with – Sex offence 
child 
- -  
±7 
 
9.28 
Live near – Sex offence child - -  
±7 
 
10.73 
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Appendix 6: Analyses investigating the impact of demographic variable   
 
Early research into criminal justice related (CJS) issues, such as attitudes toward 
punishment and rehabilitation, examined demographic predictors that relate to punitiveness 
(Allen, 2002; Hough & Moxon, 1985; Roberts & Hough, 2002). Variables typically 
examined included age, gender, income, education, race and marital status. Findings relating 
to gender, parental status, age and income have been varied. Most often, when differences are 
identified, findings demonstrate that females (Mattinson & Mirrlees-Black, 2000), non-
parents (Baker, 2007), younger individuals (Indermaur & Roberts, 2005), and more educated 
individuals (Kury & Ferdinand) are less punitive. In contrast, a relationship between 
punitiveness, education and race, whereby punitiveness decreases for African Americans 
(Dowler, 2003) and with increased education, has consistently been reported (Indermaur & 
Roberts).  
 
Although demographic factors, such as those discussed above, have been found to 
relate to punitiveness in public opinion literature, they typically do not explain any more than 
10 percent of the variance in attitudes (Cullen, Clark, Cullen & Mathers, 1985; Fox, Radelet, 
& Bonsteel, 1991). In addition, without a theory to explain the relationships identified, they 
simply remain incidental correlations. Nevertheless, given that the majority of research 
literature tends to report on the influence of such variables, and that no research exists into 
the effects of demographic factors on attitudes toward reintegration it was considered 
important to investigate their influence on reintegration. As such, this section will focus on 
the effects that the demographic variables of gender, age, parental status, education and 
income have on community views toward reintegration. 
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6.1  Impact of demographic factors on prioritisation of the Sentencing Goals 
 
6.1.1 Gender 
 
A one way between groups MANOVA was performed to investigate gender differences 
in the prioritisation of the goals of sentencing. Assumption testing revealed that Box’s M was 
significant (p = <.00), therefore Pillai’s Trace correction was utilised. Levine’s Test of 
Equality was also found to be significant for the Punishment Sentencing Goal (p = .03), as 
such an alpha level of .01 was utilised.  There was no significant difference between males 
and females on prioritisation of any of the sentencing goals, Pillai’s Trace = .01, F(7, 1954) = 
2107.34, p = .21, ɳp = .883, indicating that males and females do not prioritise the goals of 
sentencing differently.  See Figure 5 and Table 14 for means and standard deviations.  
 
 
 Figure 5 The effect of Gender on Prioritisation of Sentencing Goals 
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Table 14  
Means and Standard Deviation for the effect of Gender on the prioritisation of goals of sentencing 
Gender 
Male Female 
Sentencing Goal 
Mean SD Mean SD 
Punishment  2.00 1.60 1.95 1.46 
Make community Safer  1.69 1.21 1.72 1.28 
General Deterrence 2.39 1.53 2.39 1.55 
Specific Deterrence 2.06 1.38 2.03 1.29 
Rehabilitation 2.73 1.74 2.54 1.71 
Provide measure of seriousness  2.61 1.77 2.60 1.72 
Reintegration 3.03 1.92 2.96 1.98 
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6.1.2  Age 
 
Participants were grouped into four categories of age in accordance with the categories 
utilised by the ABS. These age groups were from 18-24, 25-54, 55-64 and 65+. A one way 
between groups MANOVA was performed to investigate age differences in the prioritisation 
of the goals of sentencing. Assumption testing revealed that Box’s M was significant (p = 
<.00), therefore Pillai’s Trace correction was utilised. Levine’s Test of Equality was also 
found to be significant for the following sentencing goals: Make the community safer (p = 
.00), Deter others (p = .01), Rehabilitation (p = <.00), Provide measure of seriousness (p = 
.00), Reintegration (p = <.00), as such an alpha level of .01 was utilised. A significant effect 
was found for age groups on prioritisation of the sentencing goals, Pillai’s Trace = .05, F(21, 
5862) = 4.97, p = <.00, ɳp = .018, indicating that there are differences between the way age 
groups prioritise the goals of sentencing. See Figure 6.  
 
Figure 6  The effect of Age on Prioritisation of Sentencing Goals  
0.0 
1.0 
2.0 
3.0 
4.0 
5.0 
Mean 
Sentencing Goal 
18-24 
25-54 
55-64 
65+ 
380 
 
 
Between subjects effects were inspected to determine which sentencing goals may have 
been prioritised differently amongst the age groups. No age differences were found for the 
Punishment, Make the community safer, Provide a measure of seriousness, and Specific 
deterrence sentencing goals. However, significant differences were found for the following 
goals. The 18-24 year old group was found to be statistically different from all other age 
groups when prioritising the General deterrence sentencing goal. Inspection of the mean 
scores indicated that those in the 18-24 year old group allocated a higher priority level to the 
General deterrence sentencing goal than any other age group.  
 
For the Rehabilitation goal, the 18-24 year olds were found to be significantly different 
from the 55-64 and 65+ year old age groups and the 65+ age group was also significantly 
different from all other age groups. Inspection of the mean scores indicated that those in the 
18-24 year old group allocated a lower priority level to the Rehabilitation goal than the 55-65 
and 65+ age groups. Furthermore, the 65+ age group gave rehabilitation the highest priority 
level compared to all other age groups.  
 
For the Reintegration sentencing goal, all the age groups were found to be significantly 
different from each other. Inspection of the means scores indicated that the 18-24 year olds 
gave reintegration the lowest priority level and that the priority level increased significantly 
with each age group. See Table 15 for means and standard deviations.  
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Table 15 
Means and Standard Deviation for the effect of Age on the prioritisation of goals of sentencing 
 
Age Group 
18-24 25-54 55-64 65+ 
Sentencing Goal 
Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 
Punishment  1.99 1.30 1.99 1.49 1.97 1.61 1.95 1.56 
Make community Safer  1.38 0.77 1.72 1.30 1.75 1.23 1.69 1.22 
General Deterrence 1.89 1.21 2.36 1.53 2.43 1.57 2.48 1.57 
Specific Deterrence 1.85 1.27 2.03 1.29 2.06 1.39 2.10 1.38 
Rehabilitation 3.25 1.85 2.78 1.79 2.59 1.69 2.28 1.53 
Provide measure of seriousness  2.18 1.39 2.59 1.70 2.68 1.79 2.61 1.83 
Reintegration 4.00 2.23 3.24 1.99 2.85 1.91 2.44 1.66 
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6.1.3  Parental Status 
 
A one way between groups MANOVA was performed to investigate if parents and non-
parents differ in the prioritisation of the goals of sentencing. Assumption testing revealed that 
Box’s M was significant (p = <.00), therefore Pillai’s Trace correction was utilised. Levine’s 
Test of Equality was also found to be significant for the Make community safer (p = .03), 
Rehabilitation (p = .03), Measure of seriousness (p = <.00) and Reintegration (p = <.00), as 
such an alpha level of .01 was utilised.  A significant effect was found for parental status on 
prioritisation of the sentencing goals, Pillai’s Trace = .01, F(7, 1952) = 3.57, p = .00, ɳp = .013, 
indicating that there are differences between the way parents and non-parents prioritise the 
goals of sentencing. See Figure 7. 
 
Figure 7  The effect of Parental status on Prioritisation of Goals of Sentencing  
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the Punishment, Provide a measure of seriousness, Specific deterrence, and the Rehabilitation 
sentencing goals. However, significant differences were found for the following goals: 
Make the community safer, General deterrence, Measure of seriousness, and Reintegration. 
Inspection of the mean scores indicated that parents gave lower priorities to each of these 
than non-parents. See Table 16 for means and standard deviations.  
 
Table 16  
Means and Standard Deviation for the effect of Parental status on the prioritisation of goals 
of sentencing 
 
Parental Status 
Yes No 
Sentencing Goal 
Mean SD Mean SD 
Punishment  1.95 1.55 2.05 1.45 
Make community Safer  1.74 1.26 1.57 1.21 
General Deterrence 2.43 1.55 2.22 1.49 
Specific Deterrence 2.05 1.32 2.01 1.40 
Rehabilitation 2.60 1.70 2.77 1.83 
Provide measure of seriousness  2.66 1.79 2.39 1.54 
Reintegration 2.93 1.91 3.25 2.08 
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6.1.4  Education  
 
A one way between groups MANOVA was performed to investigate if education level 
effects the prioritisation of the goals of sentencing. Assumption testing revealed that Box’s M 
was significant (p = .001), therefore Pillai’s Trace correction was utilised. Levine’s Test of 
Equality was also found to be significant for the Punishment (p = .001), Rehabilitation (p = 
.01), and Reintegration (p = 000), as such an alpha level of .01 was utilised.  A significant 
effect was found for education levels on prioritisation of the sentencing goals, Pillai’s Trace = 
.05, F(28, 7768) = 3.77, p = .001, ɳp = .013, indicating that there are differences between the 
way those with differing education levels prioritise the goals of sentencing. See Figure 8. 
 
 
Figure 8  The effect of Education on Prioritisation of Goals of Sentencing 
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Specific deterrence sentencing goals. However, significant differences were found for the 
following goals: Punishment, Rehabilitation and Reintegration.  
 
For punishment, the Year 10 and below group were found to be significantly different to 
the Diploma and Bachelor degree group. The Year 11 and 12 group were found to be 
significantly different to the Diploma and Bachelor degree groups. Furthermore, those with a 
Certificate were found to be significantly different to those with a Bachelor degree. 
Inspection of the mean scores indicated that those with a lower education level gave 
punishment a higher priority level than those with a higher education level.  
 
For Rehabilitation, those with an education level of Year 10 and below were found to be 
significantly different to those with a Diploma. Inspection of the mean scores indicated that 
those with a lower education level gave a higher priority level to rehabilitation than those 
with a higher education level.  
 
For reintegration, the Year 10 and below group were found to be significantly different 
from the Year 11 and 12 group, Diploma group, and Bachelor degree group. Inspection of the 
mean scores indicated that those with a lower education level gave a higher priority to 
reintegration than those with a higher education level. However, there was one exception, 
with the Bachelor degree group giving it a slightly higher priority than those with a diploma. 
See Table 17 for means and standard deviations.  
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Table 17  
Means and Standard Deviation for the effect of Education on the prioritisation of goals of sentencing 
 
Education Level 
≤ Yr 10 Yr 11-12 Certificate Diploma  ≥ Bachelor 
Sentencing Goal 
Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 
Punishment  1.65 1.26 1.74 1.36 1.82 1.35 2.09 1.69 2.36 1.70 
Make community Safer  1.84 1.33 1.69 1.25 1.65 1.17 1.72 1.24 1.67 1.26 
General Deterrence 2.52 1.60 2.35 1.56 2.37 1.50 2.36 1.51 2.37 1.53 
Specific Deterrence 2.10 1.37 2.02 1.29 2.11 1.40 2.04 1.34 2.00 1.31 
Rehabilitation 2.40 1.64 2.70 1.72 2.53 1.66 2.92 1.89 2.64 1.74 
Provide measure of seriousness  2.60 1.82 2.62 1.75 2.56 1.73 2.57 1.67 2.64 1.75 
Reintegration 2.57 1.78 2.98 1.92 2.97 1.95 3.27 2.10 3.12 1.97 
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6.1.5  Income 
 
A one way between groups MANOVA was performed to investigate if income effects the 
prioritisation of the goals of sentencing. Assumption testing revealed that Box’s M was 
significant (p = .01), therefore Pillai’s Trace correction was utilised. Levine’s Test of 
Equality was also found to be significant for the Punishment (p = .03), and Reintegration (p = 
04), as such an alpha level of .01 was utilised.  There was no effect for any income on 
prioritisation of any of the sentencing goals, Pillai’s Trace = .02, F(28, 7380) = 1.45, p = .06, ɳp 
= .005. See Figure 9 and Table 18 for means and standard deviations.  
 
 
Figure 9  The effect of Household Weekly Income on Prioritisation of Goals of Sentencing  
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Table 18 
Means and Standard Deviation for the effect of Income on the prioritisation of goals of sentencing 
 
Weekly Household Income 
$1-$199 $200-$499 $500-$999 $1000+ $2000+ 
Sentencing Goal 
Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 
Punishment  1.79 1.30 1.93 1.57 1.93 1.47 2.04 1.59 2.20 1.66 
Make community Safer  1.64 1.18 1.66 1.20 1.64 1.18 1.74 1.30 1.79 1.29 
General Deterrence 2.37 1.54 2.39 1.60 2.29 1.49 2.48 1.57 2.38 1.51 
Specific Deterrence 2.00 1.25 2.05 1.34 1.98 1.28 2.09 1.35 2.09 1.43 
Rehabilitation 2.37 1.69 2.50 1.73 2.57 1.71 2.70 1.75 2.83 1.71 
Provide measure of seriousness  2.60 1.83 2.51 1.70 2.60 1.77 2.62 1.69 2.68 1.80 
Reintegration 2.55 1.86 2.81 1.96 2.93 1.89 3.08 1.95 3.40 2.02 
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The following table provides a summary of the effects of the various demographic variables on the prioritisation of the goals of sentencing.  
Table 19  
Summary of effect of demographic variables on the prioritisation of the goals of sentencing 
  Demographic Variable 
Goal of Sentencing Gender Age Parent Education Income 
Community Safety (CS) NS NS * NS NS 
  
Punishment  NS NS NS ≤Yr 10 & Dip** NS 
≤Yr 10 & Bach*** 
Yr 11-12 & Dip* 
Yr 11-12 & Bach*** 
  Cert & Bach*** 
Specific Deterrence NS NS NS NS NS 
General Deterrence NS 18-24 & 25-54* ** NS NS 
18-24 & 55-64** 
18-24& 65+** 
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Demographic Variable 
Goal of Sentencing Gender Age Parent Education Income 
Rehabilitation  NS 18-24 & 55-64** NS ≤Yr 10 & Dip** NS 
18-24 & 65+*** 
65+ & 25-54*** 
65+ & 55-64** 
  
Measure of Seriousness NS ** NS NS 
  
Reintegration NS 18-24 & 25-54** ** ≤Yr 10 & Yr 11-12* $1-$199 & $2000+*** 
18-24 & 55-64*** ≤Yr 10 & Dip*** $200-$499 & $2000+** 
18-24 & 65+*** ≤Yr 10 & Bach*** $500-$999 & $2000+** 
25-54 & 55-4** 
25-54 & 65+*** 
  55-64 & 65+** 
* ≤ .05, ** ≤ .01, ***  .001 
NS = Not significant  
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6.2  Impact of demographic factors on level of support for reintegration on a 
proximity and policy level  
 
To determine if participant demographic characteristics (gender, age, parent, income and 
education) impacted upon support for the reintegrative domains on a policy and proximity 
level, separate Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA) analyses were conducted for 
each reintegration domain.   
  
6.2.1  Gender 
 
Assumption testing revealed that Box’s M was non-significant (p = .40), as such the 
Wilks’ Lambda statistic was utilised. Levene’s Test of Equality was found to be significant 
for Employment Proximity (p = .01), Housing Proximity (p = .01) and Housing Policy (p = 
.004). A significant effect was found for gender with the level of support afforded to the 
reintegrative domains on a proximity and policy level, Wilks’ Lambda = .98, F(4, 1957) = 9.38, 
p = .001, ɳp = .019. See Figure 10. 
 
Figure 10  The effect of Gender on level of Support for Reintegration  
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Between subjects effects were inspected to determine which reintegrative domains may 
have been supported differently as a result of gender. Gender did not have an impact on level 
of support for Employment Policy and Housing Policy. However, significant differences 
were found for Employment Proximity and Housing Proximity. Inspection of the mean scores 
indicated that males were more supportive of the reintegration domains than females. See 
Table 20 for means and standard deviations.  
 
Table 20  
Means and Standard deviations for the effect of Gender on support for reintegrative domains 
 
Gender 
Male Female 
Reintegration Domain         
  Mean SD Mean SD 
Employment Proximity  4.04 1.46 3.78 1.50 
Employment Policy  4.85 1.74 4.74 1.81 
Housing Proximity  3.47 1.48 3.24 1.54 
Housing Policy  4.11 1.80 4.25 1.91 
 
6.2.2 Age 
 
Participants were grouped into four categories of age in accordance with the ABS. These 
age groups were from 18-24, 25-54, 55-64 and 65+. Assumption testing revealed that Box’s 
M was significant (p = < .00), therefore the Pillai’s Trace was utilised. Levene’s Test of 
Equality was found to be significant for Housing Proximity (p = .02), therefore an alpha level 
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of .01 was utilised. A significant difference was found for the effect of age on support for 
reintegrative domains, Pillai’s Trace = .03, F(12,5871) = 4.79, p = .001, ɳp = .010. See Figure 
11. 
 
Figure 11  The effect of Age on level of support for Reintegration 
 
Between subjects effects were inspected to determine how age impacted upon level of 
support for the reintegrative domains. Age did not have an impact on the Employment Policy 
and Housing Policy domains. However, significant differences were found for the 
Employment Proximity and Housing Proximity domains.  
 
For Employment Proximity, there was a significant difference between the 25-54 group 
and 65+ group. Similarly, for Housing Proximity, there was a significant difference between 
the 18-25 group and 65+ group. Inspection of the mean scores indicated that younger 
participants were more supportive of these reintegrative domains than older participants. See 
Table 21 for means and standard deviations.  
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Table 21  
Means and Standard deviations for the effect of Age on support for reintegrative domains 
 
Age Group 
18-24 25-54 55-64 65+ 
Reintegration Domain                 
  Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 
Employment Proximity  3.81 1.43 4.00 1.47 3.95 1.46 3.74 1.54 
Employment Policy  4.63 1.97 4.74 1.75 4.73 1.76 4.98 1.79 
Housing Proximity 3.77 1.35 3.43 1.47 3.27 1.54 3.20 1.57 
Housing Policy  4.46 1.91 4.20 1.81 4.14 1.89 4.13 1.89 
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6.2.3  Parental Status 
 
Assumption testing revealed Box’s M was significant (p = .002), therefore Pillais Trace 
was utilised. Levine’s Test of Equality was found to be significant for Housing Proximity (p 
= .04), therefore an alpha level of .01 was utilised. A significant effect was found for parental 
status on level of support for the reintegrative domains, Pillai’s Trace = .01, F(4, 1955) = 5.72, p 
= .001, ɳp = .012. See Figure 12. 
 
Figure 12  The effect of Parental status on level of support for Reintegration 
 
Between subjects effects were inspected to determine how parental status impacted upon 
level of support for reintegrative domains. Parental status did not have an impact on 
participants’ level of support for Employment Policy. However it did have an impact on 
Employment Proximity, Housing Proximity and Housing Policy. Inspection of the mean 
scores indicated that non-parents were more supportive of these reintegrative domains than 
parents. See Table 22 for means and standard deviations.  
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Table 22  
Means and Standard deviations for the effect of Parental status on support for reintegrative 
domain 
Parental Status 
Yes No 
Reintegration Domain         
  Mean SD Mean SD 
Employment Proximity  3.85 1.49 4.13 1.46 
Employment Policy  4.75 1.77 4.91 1.80 
Housing Proximity 3.27 1.52 3.63 1.47 
Housing Policy  4.11 1.87 4.43 1.78 
 
 
6.2.4  Education 
 
Assumption testing revealed Box’s M was significant (p = .001), therefore Pillai’s Trace 
was utilised. Levine’s Test of Equality was found to be significant for Employment Policy 
(.001), and Housing Proximity (p = .03), therefore an alpha level of .01 was utilised. A 
significant main effect was found for education level and support for the reintegrative 
domains, Pillai’s Trace = .07, F(16, 7780) = 8.93, p = .001, ɳp = .018. See Figure 13. 
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Figure 13  The effect of Education level on level of support for Reintegration  
 
Between subjects effects were inspected to determine how education level impacted upon 
level of support for reintegrative domains. For Employment Proximity, Employment Policy 
and Housing Policy, those with a Bachelor Degree and higher were found to be significantly 
different from all other education levels. For Housing Proximity, those with a Bachelor 
Degree and higher were found to be significantly different from all other education levels 
except for those with a Diploma. Furthermore, the Diploma group was also found to be 
significantly different from the Year 10 or below group. Inspection of the mean scores 
indicated that those with a Bachelor degree or higher were more supportive of the 
reintegrative domains than the remainder of the education groups (except for those with a 
Diploma on Housing Proximity). Furthermore those with a Diploma were also found to be 
more supportive of Housing Proximity than those in the Year 10 or below group. See Table 
23 for means and standard deviations.  
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Table 23  
Means and Standard deviations for effect of Education level on reintegrative support 
 
Education Level 
≤ Yr 10 Yr 11-12 Certificate Diploma  ≥ Bachelor 
Reintegration Domain                     
  Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 
Employment Proximity  3.80 1.43 3.74 1.52 3.76 1.55 3.75 1.46 4.23 1.42 
Employment Policy  4.62 1.83 4.45 1.80 4.69 1.81 4.56 1.77 5.28 1.61 
Housing Proximity 3.05 1.55 3.21 1.53 3.23 1.52 3.48 1.40 3.61 1.47 
Housing Policy  3.78 1.86 3.84 1.86 3.96 1.86 4.05 1.72 4.82 1.74 
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6.2.5  Income 
 
Assumption testing revealed Box’s M was found to be significant (p = .001), therefore 
Pillai’s Trace statistic was utilised.  Levine’s Test of Equality was significant for 
Employment Policy (.001), and Housing Proximity (p = .02), therefore an alpha level of .01 
was utilised. A significant effect was found for income group in relation to support for the 
reintegrative domains, Pillai’s Trace = .02, F(16, 7392) = 2.15, p = .005, ɳp = .005. See Figure 
14. 
 
 
Figure 14  The effect of Household Weekly Income level on level of support for 
Reintegration 
 
Between subjects effects were inspected to determine how education level impacted upon 
level of support for reintegrative domains. No impact was found for Employment Policy and 
Housing Policy; however, there were some significant differences for Employment Proximity 
and Housing Proximity.   
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For Employment Proximity the $1- $199 group was found to be significantly different 
from all the groups earning between $500 and $2000+. Furthermore, the $200-$499 group 
was found to be significantly different from the group earning $1000+. For Housing 
Proximity those earning between $1- $199 were found to be significantly different from those 
earning $1000+ and $2000+. Inspection of the mean scores indicated that those individuals 
with a higher income were more supportive than those with a lower income. See Table 24 for 
means and standard deviations.  
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Table 24  
Means and Standard deviations for effect of Income on reintegrative support 
 
Weekly Household Income 
$1-$199 $200-$499 $500-$999 $1000+ $2000+ 
Reintegration Domain                     
  Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 
Employment Proximity  3.51 1.58 3.76 1.39 3.93 1.54 4.08 1.45 4.00 1.40 
Employment Policy  4.73 2.09 4.73 1.85 4.73 1.76 4.87 1.74 5.04 1.60 
Housing Proximity 2.97 1.64 3.25 1.57 3.33 1.50 3.49 1.46 3.49 1.48 
Housing Policy  4.06 1.99 4.04 1.91 4.09 1.86 4.32 1.80 4.42 1.75 
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6.3  Impact of demographic factors on level of support for reintegration on a 
proximity and policy level according to offender characteristics  
 
6.3.1 Gender 
 
6.3.1.1 Employment Proximity 
 
Assumption testing revealed Box’s M was significant (p = .03); therefore Pillai’s Trace 
correction was utilised. Levine’s Test of Equality was found to be significant for the 
rehabilitated offender (p = .01), female offender (p = .001), male offender (p = .013), and 
remorseful offender (p = .02) therefore an alpha level of .01 was utilised. A significant effect 
for gender was found for level of support on employment proximity for offender 
characteristics, Pillai’s Trace = .01, F(5, 1956) = 4.97, p = .001, ɳp = .013.  
 
Between subjects effects were inspected to determine how gender impacted upon level of 
support for offender characteristics on the employment domain. Significant differences were 
found for all offender characteristics except for the rehabilitated offender. Inspection of the 
mean scores indicated that males were more supportive than females. See Figure 15 and 
Table 25 for means and standard deviations.  
 
6.3.1.2 Employment Policy  
 
Assumption testing revealed Box’s M was significant (p = .02); therefore Pillai’s Trace 
correction was utilised. Levine’s Test of Equality was found to be significant for the female 
offender (p = .004), male offender (p = .004), and remorseful offender (p = .02) therefore an 
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alpha level of .01 was utilised. No significant gender effect was found for gender for level of 
support on employment policy for offender characteristics, Pillai’s Trace = .004, F(6, 1955) = 
1.45, p = .19, ɳp = .004. See Figure 15 and Table 25 for means and standard deviations. 
 
Figure 15  The effect of Gender on level of support for offender characteristics on 
employment proximity and policy  
 
6.3.1.3 Housing Proximity 
 
Assumption testing revealed Box’s M was significant (p = .003); therefore Pillai’s Trace 
correction was utilised. Levine’s Test of Equality was found to be significant for the generic 
offender (p = .01) rehabilitated offender (p = .004), female offender (p = .001), and 
remorseful offender (p = .01) therefore an alpha level of .01 was utilised. A significant effect 
was found for gender in level of support on housing proximity for offender characteristics, 
Pillai’s Trace = .01, F(6, 1955) = 3.91, p = .001, ɳp = .012.   
 
Between subjects effects were inspected to determine how gender impacted upon level of 
support for housing proximity according to offender characteristics. Significant differences 
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were found for all offender characteristics except for the rehabilitated offender. Inspection of 
the mean scores indicated that males were more supportive than females. See Figure 16 and 
Table 25 for means and standard deviations.  
 
6.3.1.4 Housing Policy 
 
Assumption testing revealed Box’s M was significant (p = .07); therefore Pillai’s Trace 
correction was utilised. Levine’s Test of Equality was found to be significant for the generic 
offender (p = .004), rehabilitated offender (p = .02), recidivist offender (p = .003), female 
offender (p = .01), male offender (p = .01) and remorseful offender (p = .01) therefore an 
alpha level of .01 was utilised. No significant effect was found for gender in level of support 
on Housing policy for offender characteristics, Pillai’s Trace = .01, F(6, 1955) = 1.66, p = .13, 
ɳp = .005. See Figure 16 and Table 25 for means and standard deviations.  
 
 
Figure 16  The effect of Gender on level of support for offender characteristics on Housing 
Proximity and Policy  
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Table 25  
Means and Standard deviations for the effect of Gender on support of reintegrative for offender characteristics 
  
Offence Type 
Respondent 
Gender 
Employ 
Proximity 
Employ Policy 
Housing 
Proximity 
Housing Policy 
Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 
Generic Offender 
Male 4.04 1.46 4.85 1.74 3.47 1.47 4.11 1.80 
Female 3.78 1.50 4.74 1.81 3.24 1.54 4.24 1.91 
Rehab Offender 
Male 4.29 1.51 4.86 1.71 3.93 1.53 4.32 1.77 
Female 4.15 1.62 4.82 1.81 3.79 1.62 4.39 1.87 
Recidivist Offender 
Male 2.63 1.54 3.83 2.00 2.37 1.52 3.34 1.94 
Female 2.38 1.56 3.65 2.06 2.18 1.49 3.41 2.06 
Remorseful Offender 
Male 4.81 1.71 5.16 1.73 4.55 1.71 4.65 1.84 
Female 4.60 1.81 5.10 1.86 4.29 1.83 4.68 1.96 
Female Offender 
Male 3.93 1.60 4.67 1.75 3.61 1.61 4.13 1.80 
Female 3.66 1.66 4.54 1.88 3.30 1.71 4.13 1.93 
Male Offender 
Male 3.77 1.62 4.62 1.76 3.35 1.60 3.97 1.80 
Female 3.44 1.65   4.47  1.90 3.06 1.65 4.02 1.80 
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6.3.2 Age 
 
6.3.2.1 Employment Proximity 
 
Assumption testing revealed Box’s M was significant (p = .001); therefore Pillai’s Trace 
correction was utilised. Levine’s Test of Equality was found to be significant for the 
rehabilitated offender (p = .003), therefore an alpha level of .01 was utilised. A significant 
effect was found for age in level of support on employment proximity for offender 
characteristics, Pillai’s Trace = .04, F(18, 5865) = 4.28, p = .001, ɳp = .013.  
 
Between subjects effects were inspected to determine how age impacted upon level of 
support for offender characteristics on the employment proximity domain. Significant 
differences were found for the rehabilitated offender, recidivist offender, and remorseful 
offender. However, no significant difference was found for the female offender and male 
offender.  
 
For the Rehabilitated offender the 18-24 year old group was found to be significantly 
different from all the other age groups. For the Recidivist offender, the 18-24 year old group 
was significantly different from the 55-64 and 65+ year old groups. Finally, for the 
Remorseful offender, the 18-24 year old group was significantly different from the 55-64 
year old group. Inspection of the mean scores indicated that the younger group was more 
supportive than the older groups for each offender characteristic. See Figure 17 and Table 26 
for significance values.  
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6.3.2.2 Employment Policy  
 
Assumption testing revealed Box’s M was significant (p = .001); therefore Pillai’s Trace 
correction was utilised. Levine’s Test of Equality was found to be non-significant for all 
offender characteristics, however, an alpha level of .01 was utilised anyway. A significant 
effect was found for age groups in level of support on employment policy for offender 
characteristics, Pillai’s Trace = .05, F(18, 5865) = 5.42, p = .001, ɳp = .016.  
 
Between subjects effects were inspected to determine how age impacted upon level of 
support on the employment policy domain for offender characteristics. Significant differences 
were found for the recidivist offender, with the 18-24 and 25-54 year old groups found to be 
significantly different to the 65+ year old group. Age was found to have a non-significant 
effect for the remainder of the offender characteristics. Inspection of the means revealed that 
the younger participants were more supportive than the older participants for each 
characteristic. See Figure 17 and Table 26 for means and standard deviations.  
 
Figure 17  The effect of Age on level of support for offender characteristics on Employment 
Proximity and Policy  
 
0.0 
1.0 
2.0 
3.0 
4.0 
5.0 
6.0 
Mean 
Offender Characterisitc (Employment - Proxity on left, Policy on right) 
18-24 
25-54 
55-64 
65+ 
408 
 
 
6.3.2.3 Housing Proximity 
 
Assumption testing revealed Box’s M was found to be significant (p = .001); therefore 
Pillai’s Trace correction was utilised. Levine’s Test of Equality was found to be significant 
for the generic offender (p = .02), recidivist offender (p = .02), remorseful offender (p = .01), 
therefore an alpha level of .01 was utilised. A significant effect was found for age groups in 
level of support on Housing proximity for offender characteristics, Pillai’s Trace = .03, F(18, 
5865) = 2.98, p = .001, ɳp = .009.  
 
Between subjects effects were inspected to determine how age impacted upon level of 
support on the housing proximity domain for offender characteristics. Significant differences 
were found for the rehabilitated offender, recidivist offender, and the female offender. 
However, no significant difference was found for the male offender and remorseful offender.  
 
For the Rehabilitated offender the 18-24 year old group was found to be significantly 
different from all the other age groups. For the Recidivist offender, the 65+ year old  group 
was significantly different from the 18-24 and 55-64 age groups. Finally, for the female 
offender, the 18-24 year old group was significantly different from all the other age groups. 
Inspection of the mean scores indicated that the younger group was more supportive than the 
older groups for each offender characteristic. See Figure 18 and Table 27 for means and 
standard deviations. 
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6.3.2.4 Housing Policy  
 
Assumption testing revealed Box’s M was significant (p = .001); therefore Pillai’s Trace 
correction was utilised. Levine’s Test of Equality was found to be significant for the recidivist 
offender, therefore an alpha level of .01 was utilised. A significant effect was found for age 
groups in level of support on Housing policy for offender characteristics, Pillai’s Trace = .05, 
F(18, 5865) = 5.13, p = .001, ɳp = .015.  
 
Between subjects effects were inspected to determine how age impacted upon level of 
support on the housing policy domain for offender characteristics. Significant differences 
were found for the recidivist offender, with the 18-24 year old group found to be significantly 
different all the other age groups and the 65+ year old group found to be significantly 
different to all the age groups. Significant differences were also found for the male offender, 
with the 18-24 year old group being found to be significantly different to all other age groups. 
Inspection of the mean scores indicated that the younger group was more supportive than the 
older groups for each offender characteristic. Age was found to have a non-significant effect 
for the remainder of the offender characteristics. See Figure 18 and Table 26 for means and 
standard deviations. 
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Figure 18  The effect of Age on level of support for offender characteristics on Housing 
Proximity and Policy 
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Table 26 Means and Standard deviations for the effect of Age on support of reintegrative for offender characteristics 
 Offence Type Respondent Age Employ Proximity Employ Policy Housing Proximity Housing Policy 
Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 
Generic Offender 
18-24 3.81 1.43 4.63 1.97 3.77 1.35 4.46 1.91 
25-54 4.00 1.47 4.74 1.75 3.43 1.47 4.20 1.81 
55-64 3.95 1.46 4.73 1.76 3.27 1.54 4.14 1.89 
65+ 3.74 1.54 4.98 1.79 3.20 1.57 4.13 1.89 
Rehab Offender 
18-24 4.88 1.25 5.28 1.59 4.41 1.48 4.85 1.67 
25-54 4.15 1.58 4.77 1.77 3.82 1.59 4.36 1.81 
55-64 4.23 1.58 4.84 1.74 3.85 1.55 4.33 1.84 
65+ 4.21 1.58 4.90 1.77 3.83 1.58 4.30 1.84 
Recidivist Offender 
18-24 3.01 1.30 4.22 2.13 2.57 1.61 4.36 1.85 
25-54 2.56 1.56 3.86 2.00 2.34 1.51 3.52 1.98 
55-64 2.47 1.60 3.66 2.07 2.29 1.53 3.36 2.07 
65+ 2.33 1.51 3.49 2.02 2.07 1.43 2.93 1.91 
Remorseful Offender 
18-24 5.20 1.55 5.43 1.65 4.84 1.57 5.14 1.52 
25-54 4.70 1.73 5.08 1.80 4.37 1.76 4.66 1.90 
55-64 4.61 1.80 5.06 1.80 4.37 1.81 4.60 1.91 
65+ 4.69 1.80 5.24 1.80 4.47 1.82 4.66 1.97 
Female Offender 
18-24 4.14 1.55 4.89 1.72 3.99 1.66 4.65 1.65 
25-54 3.83 1.66 4.58 1.84 3.48 1.67 4.12 1.87 
55-64 3.72 1.61 4.56 1.81 3.37 1.68 4.10 1.91 
65+ 3.71 1.63 4.64 1.79 3.34 1.62 4.10 1.87 
Male Offender 
18-24 3.97 1.53 4.86 1.73 3.62 1.82 4.58 1.66 
25-54 3.64 1.66 4.55 1.85 3.20 1.62 4.02 1.85 
55-64 3.55 1.63 4.51 1.83 3.17 1.64 3.97 1.91 
65+ 3.50   1.64  4.49  1.84  3.14  1.59  3.85  1.86 
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6.3.3 Parental Status  
 
6.3.3.1 Employment Proximity 
 
Assumption testing revealed Box’s M was significant (p = .02); therefore Pillai’s Trace 
correction was utilised. Levine’s Test of Equality was found to be significant for the male 
offender (p = .04) and remorseful offender (p = .01), therefore an alpha level of .01 was 
utilised. A significant effect was found for parental status in their level of support on 
employment proximity for offender characteristics, Pillai’s Trace = .01, F(6, 1953) = 3.00, p = 
.01, ɳp = .009.  
 
Between subjects effects were inspected to determine how parental status impacted upon 
level of support on the employment proximity domain for offender characteristics. Significant 
differences were found for all the offender characteristics, with inspection of the mean scores 
indicating that parents were less supportive than non-parents in all instances.  See Figure 19 
and Table 27 for means and standard deviations.  
 
6.3.3.2 Employment Policy  
 
Assumption testing revealed Box’s M was significant (p = .001); therefore Pillai’s Trace 
correction was utilised. Levine’s Test of Equality was found to be significant for the 
rehabilitated offender (p = .02), therefore an alpha level of .01 was utilised. A significant 
effect was found for parental status in level of support on employment policy for offender 
characteristics, Pillai’s Trace = .01, F(6, 1953) = 3.65, p = .001, ɳp = .011.  
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Between subjects effects were inspected to determine how parental status impacted upon 
level of support on the employment policy domain for offender characteristics. Significant 
differences were found for all the offender characteristics, with inspection of the mean scores 
indicating that parents were less supportive than non-parents in all instances.  See Figure 19 
and Table 27 for means and standard deviations.  
 
 
Figure 19  The effect of Parental status on level of support for offender characteristics on 
Employment Proximity and Policy  
 
6.3.3.3 Housing Proximity 
 
Assumption testing revealed Box’s M was significant (p = .02); therefore Pillai’s Trace 
correction was utilised. Levine’s Test of Equality was found to be significant for the generic 
offender (p = .04), therefore an alpha level of .01 was utilised. A significant effect was found 
for parental status in level of support on housing proximity for offender characteristics, 
Pillai’s Trace = .01, F(6, 1953) = 4.33, p = .001, ɳp = .013.  
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Between subjects effects were inspected to determine how parental status impacted upon 
level of support on the housing proximity domain for offender characteristics. Significant 
differences were found for all the offender characteristics, with inspection of the mean scores 
indicating that parents were less supportive than non-parents in all instances.  See Figure 20 
and Table 27 for means and standard deviations.  
 
6.3.3.4 Housing Policy  
 
Assumption testing revealed Box’s M was significant (p = .001); therefore Pillai’s Trace 
correction was utilised. Levine’s Test of Equality was found to be significant for the 
remorseful offender (p = .002), therefore an alpha level of .01 was utilised. A significant 
effect was found for parental status in level of support on housing policy for offender 
characteristics, Pillai’s Trace = .01, F(6, 1953) = 4.23, p = .001, ɳp = .013.  
 
Between subjects effects were inspected to determine how parental status impacted upon 
level of support on the housing policy domain for offender characteristics. Significant 
differences were found for all the offender characteristics, with inspection of the mean scores 
indicating that parents were less supportive than non-parents in all instances.  See Figure 20 
and Table 27 for means and standard deviations.  
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Figure 20  The effect of Parental status on level of support for offender characteristics on 
Employment Proximity and Policy  
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Table 27  
Means and Standard deviations for the effect of Parental status on support of reintegrative for offender characteristics 
Offence Type Parental Status Employ Proximity Employ Policy Housing Proximity Housing Policy 
Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 
Generic Offender 
Parent 3.85 1.49 4.75 1.77 3.27 1.52 4.11 1.87 
Non Parent 4.13 1.46 4.91 1.80 3.63 1.47 4.43 1.78 
Rehab Offender 
Parent 4.15 1.58 4.76 1.77 3.78 1.57 4.28 1.83 
Non Parent 4.47 1.52 5.11 1.68 4.13 1.59 4.65 1.76 
Recidivist Offender 
Parent 2.46 1.58 3.65 2.02 2.22 1.49 3.27 2.00 
Non Parent 2.67 1.45 4.04 2.06 2.46 1.54 3.77 1.96 
Remorseful Offender 
Parent 4.62 1.78 5.07 1.82 4.35 1.78 4.60 1.93 
Non Parent 4.99 1.67 5.33 1.69 4.62 1.77 4.91 1.79 
Female Offender 
Parent 3.72 1.63 4.54 1.83 3.37 1.66 4.06 1.89 
Non Parent 4.04 1.62 4.81 1.74 3.71 1.68 4.39 1.76 
Male Offender 
Parent 3.53 1.65 4.47 1.86 3.14 1.62 3.91 1.88 
Non Parent 3.82 1.61 4.77 1.75 3.40 1.68 4.31 1.77 
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6.3.4 Education  
 
6.3.4.1 Employment Proximity   
 
Assumption testing revealed Box’s M was significant (p = .001); therefore Pillai’s Trace 
correction was utilised. Levine’s Test of Equality was found to be significant for the male 
offender (p = .006) and remorseful offender (p = .001), therefore an alpha level of .01 was 
utilised. A significant effect was found for education in level of support on employment 
proximity for offender characteristics, Pillai’s Trace = .04, F(24, 7772) = 3.00, p = .001, ɳp = 
.009.  
 
Between subjects effects were inspected to determine how education impacted upon level 
of support on the employment proximity domain for offender characteristics. Significant 
differences were found for all the offender characteristics. Specifically, for the Rehabilitated 
offender, female offender, and male offender those with a Bachelor degree or higher were 
found to be significantly different to all others education groups. For the Recidivist offender 
those with a Bachelor degree or higher were found to be significantly different to those win 
the Year 10 or below group. Finally, for the Remorseful offender those with a Bachelor 
degree or higher were found to be significantly different to all other age groups except for 
those with a Diploma. Inspection of the mean scores indicated that those with a higher level 
of education were more supportive than with a lower level of education in all instances.  See 
Figure 21 and Table 28 for means and standard deviations.  
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6.3.4.2 Employment Policy  
 
Assumption testing revealed Box’s M was significant (p = .001); therefore Pillai’s Trace 
correction was utilised. Levine’s Test of Equality was found to be significant for the generic 
offender (p = .001), rehabilitated offender (p = .001), female offender (p = .02), male 
offender (p = .01), and remorseful offender (p = .001), therefore an alpha level of .01 was 
utilised. A significant effect was found for education in level of support on employment 
policy for offender characteristics, Pillai’s Trace = .07, F(24, 7772) = 5.77, p = .001, ɳp = .018.  
 
Between subjects effects were inspected to determine how education impacted upon level 
of support on the employment policy domain for offender characteristics. Significant 
differences were found for all the offender characteristics. Specifically, for the Rehabilitated 
offender, female offender, male offender, and remorseful offender those with a Bachelor 
degree or higher were found to be significantly different to all others education groups. For 
the Recidivist offender those with a Bachelor degree or higher were found to be significantly 
different from all other age groups and there was also a significant difference between those 
in the Year 10 and below group and Diploma group. Inspection of the mean scores indicated 
that those with a higher level of education were more supportive than with a lower level of 
education in all instances.  See Figure 21 and Table 28 for means and standard deviations.  
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Figure 21   The effect of education on level of support for offender characteristics on 
Employment Proximity and Policy 
 
6.3.4.3 Housing Proximity  
 
Assumption testing revealed Box’s M was found to be significant (p = .001); therefore 
Pillai’s Trace correction was utilised. Levine’s Test of Equality was found to be significant 
for the generic offender (p = .03), rehabilitated offender (p = .01), female offender (p = .01), 
and remorseful offender (p = .002), therefore an alpha level of .01 was utilised. A significant 
effect was found for education in level of support on housing proximity for offender 
characteristics, Pillai’s Trace = .05, F(24, 7772) = 4.00, p = .001, ɳp = .012.  
 
Between subjects effects were inspected to determine how education impacted upon level 
of support on the housing proximity domain for offender characteristics. Significant 
differences were found for all the offender characteristics. Specifically, for the Rehabilitated 
offender, female offender and remorseful offender those with a Bachelor degree or higher 
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were found to be significantly different to all other education groups except those with a 
Diploma. For the Rehabilitated offender those with a Bachelor degree or higher were found 
to be significantly different to all other education groups except those with a Diploma and 
those in the Year 11-12 group were found to be significantly different to those with a 
Diploma. For the Recidivist offender those in the Year 10 and below group were found to be 
significantly different to those with a Bachelor degree or higher. Finally, for the Male 
offender those with a Bachelor degree or higher were found to be significantly different to the 
Year 10 and below and Year 11-12 groups. Inspection of the mean scores indicated that those 
with a higher level of education were more supportive than those with a lower level of 
education in all instances.  See Figure 22 and Table 28 for means and standard deviations.  
 
6.3.4.4 Housing Policy  
 
Assumption testing revealed Box’s M was significant (p = .001); therefore Pillai’s Trace 
correction was utilised. Levine’s Test of Equality was found to be significant for the 
rehabilitated offender (p = .02) and remorseful offender (p = .001), therefore an alpha level of 
.01 was utilised. A significant effect was found for education in level of support on housing 
policy for offender characteristics, Pillai’s Trace = .08, F(24, 7772) = 6.44, p = .001, ɳp = .019.  
 
Between subjects effects were inspected to determine how education impacted upon level 
of support on the housing policy domain for offender characteristics. Significant differences 
were found for all the offender characteristics, with those with a Bachelor degree and above 
being found to be significantly different from all other education groups in all instances. 
Inspection of the mean scores indicated that those with a higher level of education were more 
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supportive than with a lower level of education in all instances.  See Figure 22 and Table 28 
for means and standard deviations.  
 
Figure 22  The effect of education on level of support for offender characteristics on Housing 
Proximity and Policy  
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Table 28  
Means and Standard deviations for the effect of Education on support of reintegrative for offender characteristics 
  
Offence Type Respondent Education Employ Proximity Employ Policy Housing Proximity Housing Policy 
Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 
Generic Offender 
≤ Yr 10 3.80 1.43 4.62 1.83 3.05 1.55 3.78 1.86 
Yr 11-12 3.74 1.52 4.45 1.80 3.21 1.53 3.84 1.86 
Certificate 3.76 1.55 4.69 1.81 3.23 1.52 3.96 1.86 
Diploma 3.75 1.46 4.56 1.77 3.48 1.40 4.05 1.72 
≥ Bachelor 4.23 1.42 5.28 1.61 3.61 1.47 4.82 1.74 
Rehab Offender 
≤ Yr 10 4.02 1.57 4.53 1.82 3.65 1.54 4.00 1.79 
Yr 11-12 4.01 1.60 4.52 1.86 3.60 1.61 4.10 1.91 
Certificate 4.19 1.60 4.82 1.69 3.70 1.65 4.10 1.83 
Diploma 4.16 1.53 4.64 1.74 3.99 1.48 4.25 1.70 
≥ Bachelor 4.52 1.52 5.33 1.57 4.16 1.52 4.92 1.69 
Recidivist Offender 
≤ Yr 10 2.34 1.60 3.20 1.96 2.11 1.47 2.86 1.85 
Yr 11-12 2.43 1.51 3.36 2.00 2.15 1.47 3.06 1.94 
Certificate 2.50 1.60 3.62 2.00 2.32 1.60 3.12 2.01 
Diploma 2.40 1.51 3.73 2.02 2.29 1.50 3.21 1.86 
≥ Bachelor 2.67 1.54 4.35 1.97 2.41 1.48 4.09 1.99 
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Offence Type Respondent Education Employ Proximity Employ Policy Housing Proximity Housing Policy 
Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 
Remorseful Offender 
≤ Yr 10 4.48 1.83 4.94 1.84 4.21 1.81 4.36 1.90 
Yr 11-12 4.48 1.78 4.79 1.96 4.21 1.87 4.34 2.03 
Certificate 4.59 1.88 5.04 1.81 4.25 1.86 4.49 1.96 
Diploma 4.70 1.73 5.09 1.71 4.53 1.68 4.59 1.82 
≥ Bachelor 5.02 1.61 5.53 1.60 4.69 1.66 5.20 1.68 
Female Offender 
≤ Yr 10 3.51 1.59 4.28 1.84 3.19 1.65 3.83 1.84 
Yr 11-12 3.54 1.64 4.19 1.92 3.18 1.69 3.79 1.92 
Certificate 3.74 1.69 4.53 1.76 3.36 1.77 3.89 1.93 
Diploma 3.74 1.59 4.53 1.73 3.50 1.54 4.01 1.73 
≥ Bachelor 4.15 1.58 5.14 1.66 3.79 1.59 4.75 1.73 
Male Offender 
≤ Yr 10 3.39 1.64 4.23 1.87 2.98 1.63 3.70 1.82 
Yr 11-12 3.36 1.64 4.12 1.95 3.00 1.64 3.66 1.90 
Certificate 3.52 1.71 4.47 1.77 3.19 1.77 3.75 1.90 
Diploma 3.53 1.57 4.43 1.75 3.31 1.51 3.81 1.73 
≥ Bachelor 3.94 1.59 5.09 1.67 3.40 1.56 4.62 1.74 
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6.3.5 Income  
 
6.3.5.1 Employment Proximity   
 
Assumption testing revealed Box’s M was significant (p = .001); therefore Pillai’s Trace 
correction was utilised. Levine’s Test of Equality was found to be significant for the female 
offender (p = .001), male offender (p = .01), and remorseful offender (p = .001), therefore an 
alpha level of .01 was utilised. A significant effect was found for income in level of support 
on employment proximity for offender characteristics, Pillai’s Trace = .02, F(24, 7384) = 1.80, p 
= .01, ɳp = .006.  
 
Between subjects effects were inspected to determine how income impacted upon level of 
support on the employment proximity domain for offender characteristics. No significant 
differences were found for the rehabilitated offender, recidivist offender, female offender and 
male offender. However, significant differences were found between the $1000-$1999 
weekly income group and $500-$999 weekly income group for the remorseful offender. 
Inspection of the mean scores indicated that those with a higher income were more supportive 
than those with a lower income.  See Figure 23 and Table 29 for means and standard 
deviations.  
 
6.3.5.2 Employment Policy  
 
Assumption testing revealed Box’s M was significant (p = .001); therefore Pillai’s Trace 
correction was utilised. Levine’s Test of Equality was found to be significant for the generic 
offender (p = .001), rehabilitated offender (p = .001), and remorseful offender (p = .001), 
therefore an alpha level of .01 was utilised. A significant effect was found for income in level 
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of support on employment policy for offender characteristics, Pillai’s Trace = .04, F(24, 7384) = 
2.78, p = .001, ɳp = .009.  
 
Between subjects effects were inspected to determine how education impacted upon level 
of support on the employment policy domain for offender characteristics. No significant 
differences were found for the rehabilitated offender and female offender. However, 
significant differences were found for the recidivist offender, male offender and remorseful 
offender. Specifically, for the Recidivist offender the $1000+ group was found to be 
significantly different to the $200-$499 group, and the $2000+ group was found to be 
significantly different to all other income groups except the $1000+ group. For the Male 
offender, the $200-$499 group was found to be significantly different to the $1000+ and 
$2000+ groups. Finally, for the Remorseful offender the $1000+ group was found to be 
significantly different to all the other groups except for the $2000+ group. Inspection of the 
mean scores indicated that those with a higher income were more supportive than those with 
a lower income. See Figure 23 and Table 29 for means and standard deviations.  
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Figure 23  The effect of Income on level of support for offender characteristics on 
Employment Proximity and Policy 
 
6.3.5.3 Housing Proximity  
 
Assumption testing revealed Box’s M was significant (p = .001); therefore Pillai’s Trace 
correction was utilised. Levine’s Test of Equality was found to be significant for the generic 
offender (p = .02), rehabilitated offender (p = .001), Recidivist offender (p = .03), male 
offender (p = .03) and remorseful offender (p = .001), therefore an alpha level of .01 was 
utilised. A significant effect was found for income in level of support on housing proximity 
for offender characteristics, Pillai’s Trace = .02, F(24, 7384) = 1.79, p = .011, ɳp = .006.  
 
Between subjects effects were inspected to determine how household weekly income 
impacted upon level of support on the housing proximity domain for offender characteristics. 
No significant differences were found for the male offender. However, significant differences 
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offender. Specifically, for the Rehabilitated offender the $1-$199 group was found to be 
significantly different to the $1000+ group. For the Recidivist offender, the $1-$199 group 
was found to be significantly different to the $2000+ group. For the Female offender the 
$2000+ group was found to be significantly different to the $1-$199 and $500-$999 groups. 
Finally, for the Remorseful offender, the $500-$999 group was found to be significantly 
different to the $1000+ group. Inspection of the mean scores indicated that those with a 
higher income were more supportive than those with a lower income. See Figure 24 and 
Table 29 for means and standard deviations.  
 
6.3.5.4 Housing Policy  
 
Assumption testing revealed Box’s M was significant (p = .001); therefore Pillai’s Trace 
correction was utilised. Levine’s Test of Equality was found to be significant for the 
remorseful offender (p = .001), therefore an alpha level of .01 was utilised. A significant 
effect was found for income levels in level of support on housing policy for offender 
characteristics, Pillai’s Trace = .03, F(24, 7384) = 2.59, p = .001, ɳp = .008.  
 
Between subjects effects were inspected to determine how household weekly income 
impacted upon level of support on the housing policy domain for offender characteristics. No 
significant differences were found for the female offender and male offender. However, 
significant differences were found for the rehabilitated offender, recidivist offender, and 
remorseful offender. Specifically, for the Rehabilitated offender the $500-$999 group was 
found to be significantly different to $1000+ and $2000+ group. For the Recidivist offender, 
the $1000+ group was found to be significantly different to the $200-$499 and the $2000+ 
group was found to be significantly different to all other income groups except $1000+. For 
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the Female offender the $2000+ group was found to be significantly different to the $1-$199 
and $500-$999 groups. Finally, for the Remorseful offender, the $500-$999 group was found 
to be significantly different to the $1000+ and the $2000+ group. Inspection of the mean 
scores indicated that those with a higher income were more supportive than those with a 
lower income. See Figure 24 and Table 29 for means and standard deviations.  
 
 
Figure 24  The effect of Household Weekly Income on level of support for offender 
characteristics on Housing Proximity and Policy 
  
0.0 
1.0 
2.0 
3.0 
4.0 
5.0 
6.0 
Offender Characterisitc (Housing- Proximity on left, Policy on right) 
 
$1-$199 
$200-$499 
$500-$999 
≥ $1000 
≥ $2000 
429 
 
 
Table 29 
Means and Standard deviations for the effect of Income on support of reintegrative for offender characteristics 
Offence Type Weekly Household Income Employ Proximity Employ Policy Housing Proximity Housing Policy 
Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 
Generic Offender 
$1-$199 3.51 1.58 4.73 2.09 2.97 1.64 4.06 1.99 
$200-$499 3.76 1.39 4.73 1.85 3.25 1.57 4.04 1.91 
$500-$999 3.93 1.54 4.73 1.76 3.33 1.50 4.09 1.86 
$1000+ 4.08 1.45 4.87 1.74 3.49 1.46 4.32 1.80 
$2000+ 4.00 1.40 5.04 1.60 3.49 1.48 4.42 1.75 
Rehab Offender 
$1-$199 4.09 1.68 4.73 1.97 3.52 1.77 4.24 1.90 
$200-$499 4.18 1.54 4.68 1.74 3.91 1.58 4.28 1.81 
$500-$999 4.17 1.65 4.79 1.79 3.79 1.58 4.16 1.90 
$1000+ 4.34 1.50 5.02 1.67 3.99 1.49 4.55 1.73 
$2000+ 4.26 1.50 5.00 1.67 3.97 1.59 4.62 1.74 
Recidivist Offender 
$1-$199 2.41 1.63 3.44 2.09 1.96 1.39 3.00 2.03 
$200-$499 2.43 1.51 3.45 1.98 2.27 1.55 3.06 1.90 
$500-$999 2.52 1.61 3.64 2.01 2.28 1.57 3.34 2.04 
$1000+ 2.50 1.50 3.95 2.04 2.29 1.43 3.55 1.99 
$2000+ 2.59 1.51 4.07 1.99 2.44 1.52 3.76 1.97 
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Offence Type Respondent Income Employ Proximity Employ Policy Housing Proximity Housing Policy 
Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 
Remorseful Offender 
$1-$199 4.49 2.02 4.86 2.06 4.22 2.07 4.53 2.03 
$200-$499 4.60 1.80 4.96 1.86 4.44 1.83 4.53 2.03 
$500-$999 4.57 1.79 5.02 1.83 4.26 1.80 4.49 1.92 
$1000+ 4.93 1.68 5.37 1.68 4.57 1.69 4.89 1.82 
$2000+ 4.80 1.67 5.29 1.68 4.56 1.69 4.94 1.75 
Female Offender 
$1-$199 3.62 1.80 4.48 1.96 3.20 1.75 4.07 1.93 
$200-$499 3.71 1.56 4.42 1.81 3.42 1.64 4.04 1.89 
$500-$999 3.75 1.70 4.60 1.82 3.33 1.70 4.05 1.93 
$1000+ 3.91 1.60 4.73 1.76 3.57 1.58 4.25 1.81 
$2000+ 3.93 1.55 4.82 1.75 3.71 1.68 4.38 1.80 
Male Offender 
$1-$199 3.37 1.81 4.41 2.02 2.92 1.75 3.97 1.87 
$200-$499 3.47 1.57 4.32 1.86 3.20 1.62 3.89 1.92 
$500-$999 3.57 1.70 4.49 1.84 3.13 1.68 3.91 1.90 
$1000+ 3.73 1.61 4.70 1.76 3.27 1.54 4.11 1.80 
$2000+ 3.70 1.56 4.77 1.76 3.39 1.65 4.24 1.80 
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Table 30 
Significance levels for offender characteristics on employment proximity 
Demographic Variable 
Reintegration Domain Offender Characteristic Gender Age Parent Education Income 
Employment Proximity 
Generic Offender 
*** 25-54 & 65+ * ** ≤ Yr 10 & Bach *** $1-$199 & $500-$999* 
Yr 11-12 & Bach *** $1-$199 & $1000+** 
Cert & Bach *** $1-$199 & $2000+** 
Dip & Bach *** $200-$499 & $1000+* 
Rehabilitated Offender 
NS 18-24 & 25-54 *** *** ≤ Yr 10 & Bach *** NS 
18-24 & 55-64 ** Yr 11-12 & Bach *** 
18-24 & 65+ ** Cert & Bach * 
  Dip & Bach * 
Repeat Offender 
*** 18-24 & 55-64 * * ≤ Yr 10 & Bach * NS 
18-24 & 65+ **   
Remorseful Offender 
*** 18-24 & 55-64 * *** ≤ Yr 10 & Bach *** $500-$999 & $1000+** 
Yr 11-12 & Bach *** 
Cert & Bach ** 
Female Offender 
*** NS *** ≤ Yr 10 & Bach *** NS 
Yr 11-12 & Bach *** 
Cert & Bach ** 
Dip & Bach ** 
Male Offender 
*** NS ** ≤ Yr 10 & Bach *** NS 
Yr 11-12 & Bach *** 
Cert & Bach ** 
Dip & Bach ** 
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Table 31  
Significance levels for offender characteristics on employment policy 
Demographic Variable 
Reintegration Domain Offender Characteristic Gender Age Parent Education Income 
Employment Policy Generic Offender NS NS NS ≤ Yr 10 & Bach *** NS 
Yr 11-12 & Bach *** 
Cert & Bach *** 
Dip & Bach *** 
Rehabilitated Offender NS NS *** ≤ Yr 10 & Bach *** NS 
Yr 11-12 & Bach *** 
Cert & Bach *** 
Dip & Bach *** 
Repeat Offender NS 18-24 & 65+ ** *** ≤ Yr 10 & Dip * $1-$199 & $2000+* 
25-54 & 65+ ** ≤ Yr 10 & Bach *** $200-$499 & $1000+** 
Yr 11-12 & Bach *** $200-$499 & $2000+** 
Cert & Bach *** $500-$999 & $2000+** 
Dip & Bach *** 
Remorseful Offender NS NS ** ≤ Yr 10 & Bach *** $1-$199 & $1000+* 
Yr 11-12 & Bach *** $200-$499 & $1000+** 
Cert & Bach *** $500-$999 & $1000+** 
Dip & Bach *** 
Female Offender NS NS ** ≤ Yr 10 & Bach *** NS 
Yr 11-12 & Bach *** 
Cert & Bach *** 
Dip & Bach *** 
Male Offender NS NS ** ≤ Yr 10 & Bach *** $200-$499 & $1000+* 
Yr 11-12 & Bach *** $200-$499 & $2000+* 
Cert & Bach *** 
  Dip & Bach *** 
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Table 32 
Significance levels for offender characteristics on housing proximity 
Demographic Variable 
Reintegration Domain Offender Characteristic Gender Age Parent Education Income 
Housing Proximity Generic Offender ** 18-24 & 55-64 * *** ≤ Yr 10 & Bach *** $1-$199 & $1000+** 
18-24 & 65+ ** Yr 11-12 & Bach *** $1-$199 & $2000+** 
Cert & Bach ** 
Rehabilitated Offender NS 18-24 & 25-54 ** *** Yr 11-12 & Dip * $1-$199 & $1000+* 
18-24 & 55-64 ** ≤ Yr 10 & Bach *** 
18-24 & 65+ ** Yr 11-12 & Bach *** 
Cert & Bach *** 
Repeat Offender ** 18-24 & 65+ * ** ≤ Yr 10 & Bach * $1-$199 & $2000+* 
25-54 & 65+ **     
Remorseful Offender ** NS ** ≤ Yr 10 & Bach ** $500-$999 & $1000+* 
Yr 11-12 & Bach *** 
Cert & Bach ** 
Female Offender *** 18-24 & 25-54 * *** ≤ Yr 10 & Bach *** $1-$199 & $2000+* 
18-24 & 55-64 ** Yr 11-12 & Bach *** $500-$999 & $2000+* 
18-24 & 65+ ** Cert & Bach ** 
Male Offender *** NS ** ≤ Yr 10 & Bach ** NS 
Yr 11-12 & Bach ** 
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Table 33 Significance levels for offender characteristics on housing policy (* ≤ .05, ** ≤ .01, *** .001) 
Demographic Variable 
Reintegration Domain Offender Characteristic Gender Age Parent Education Income 
Housing Policy  Generic Offender NS NS ** ≤ Yr 10 & Bach *** NS 
Yr 11-12 & Bach *** 
Cert & Bach *** 
Dip & Bach *** 
Rehabilitated Offender NS NS *** ≤ Yr 10 & Bach *** $500-$999 & $1000+** 
Yr 11-12 & Bach *** $500-$999 & $2000+** 
Cert & Bach *** 
Dip & Bach *** 
Repeat Offender NS 18-24 & 25-54 ** *** ≤ Yr 10 & Bach *** $1-$199 & $2000+** 
18-24 & 55-64 *** Yr 11-12 & Bach *** $200-$499 & $1000+** 
18-24 & 65+ *** Cert & Bach *** 
$200-$499 & 
$2000+*** 
25-54 & 65+ *** Dip & Bach *** $500-$999 & $2000+* 
55-64 & 65+ ** 
Remorseful Offender NS NS ** ≤ Yr 10 & Bach *** $500-$999 & $1000+** 
Yr 11-12 & Bach *** $500-$999 & $2000+** 
Cert & Bach *** 
Dip & Bach *** 
Female Offender NS NS ** ≤ Yr 10 & Bach *** NS 
Yr 11-12 & Bach *** 
Cert & Bach *** 
Dip & Bach *** 
Male Offender NS 18-24 & 25-54 * *** ≤ Yr 10 & Bach *** NS 
18-24 & 55-64 * Yr 11-12 & Bach *** 
18-24 & 65+ ** Cert & Bach *** 
  Dip & Bach *** 
435 
 
 
6.4  Impact of demographic factors on level of support for reintegration on a 
proximity and policy level according to offence type 
 
6.4.1  Gender  
 
6.4.1.1 Employment Proximity 
 
Assumption testing revealed Box’s M was significant (p = .001); therefore Pillai’s Trace 
correction was utilised. Levine’s Test of Equality was found to be significant for the sexual 
assault of an adult offence (p = .001), sexual assault of a child offence (p = .001), and 
accessing child pornography offence (p = .001, therefore an alpha level of .01 was utilised. A 
significant effect was found for gender in level of support on employment proximity for 
offence types, Pillai’s Trace = .03, F(4, 1957) = 16.54, p = .001, ɳp = .033. 
 
Between subjects effects were inspected to determine how gender impacted upon level of 
support on the employment proximity domain for offence types. Significant differences were 
found for all offence types, with inspection of the mean scores indicating that males were 
more supportive than females. See Figure 25 and Table 34 for means and standard deviations.  
 
6.4.1.2 Employment Policy  
 
Assumption testing revealed Box’s M was significant (p = .001); therefore Pillai’s Trace 
correction was utilised. Levine’s Test of Equality was found to be non-significant for all 
offence types, however, an alpha level of .01 was still utilised. A significant effect was found 
for gender in level of support on employment policy for offence types, Pillai’s Trace = .01, 
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F(4, 1957) = 5.10, p = .00, ɳp = .010. However, inspection of between subjects effects indicated 
that there was no significant difference between males and females on their level of support 
for offence types on employment policy. See Figure 25 and Table 34 for means and standard 
deviations. 
 
Figure 25   The effect of Gender on level of support for Offence type on Employment 
Proximity and Policy 
 
6.4.1.3 Housing Proximity 
 
Assumption testing revealed Box’s M was significant (p = .001); therefore Pillai’s Trace 
correction was utilised. Levine’s Test of Equality was found to be significant for the generic 
offence (p = .01) s sexual assault of an adult offence (p = .001), sexual assault of a child 
offence (p = .02), and accessing child pornography offence (p = .003), therefore an alpha 
level of .01 was utilised. A significant effect was found for gender in level of support on 
housing proximity for offence types, Pillai’s Trace = .03, F(4, 1957) = 15.72, p = .001, ɳp = 
.031.  
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Between subjects effects were inspected to determine how gender impacted upon level of 
support on the housing proximity domain for offence types. Significant differences were 
found for all offence types except for the sexual assault of a child offence. Inspection of the 
mean scores indicated that males were more supportive than females. See Figure 26 and 
Table 34 for means and standard deviations.  
 
6.4.1.4 Housing Policy 
 
Assumption testing revealed Box’s M was significant (p = .001); therefore Pillai’s Trace 
correction was utilised. Levine’s Test of Equality was found to be significant for the generic 
offence (p = .004) sexual assault of an adult offence (p = .001), sexual assault of a child 
offence (p = .01), and accessing child pornography offence (p = .003), therefore an alpha 
level of .01 was utilised. A significant effect was found for gender in level of support on 
Housing policy for offence types, Pillai’s Trace = .01, F(4, 1957) = 4.51, p = .001, ɳp= .009. 
However, inspection of between subjects effects indicated that there was no significant 
difference between males and females on their level of support for offence types on housing 
policy. See Figure 26 and Table 34 for means and standard deviations. 
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Figure 26  The effect of Gender on level of support for Offence type on Housing Proximity 
and Policy 
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Table 34  
Means and Standard deviations for the effect of Gender on support of reintegration for offence type 
Offence Type Gender Employ Proximity Employ Policy Housing Proximity Housing Policy 
Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 
Generic Offence 
Male 4.04 1.46 4.85 1.74 3.47 1.47 4.11 1.80 
Female 3.78 1.50 4.74 1.81 3.24 1.54 4.24 1.91 
Sex Offence - adult victim  
Male 2.96 1.48 3.25 2.09 1.95 1.39 2.90 1.99 
Female 1.67 1.26 2.88 2.10 1.61 1.27 2.94 2.13 
Sex offence - child victim 
Male 1.58 1.30 3.10 2.17 1.50 1.20 2.69 2.08 
Female 1.43 1.13 3.03 2.14 1.40 1.16 2.86 2.18 
Access child porn Offence 
Male 1.96 1.48 2.88 2.11 1.91 1.38 2.81 2.01 
Female 1.66 1.26 3.05 2.10 1.66 1.29 2.92 2.14 
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6.4.2  Age 
 
6.4.2.1 Employment Proximity 
 
Assumption testing revealed Box’s M was significant (p = .001); therefore Pillai’s Trace 
correction was utilised. Levine’s Test of Equality was found to be significant for sexual 
assault of an adult offence (p = .002), sexual assault of a child offence (p = .001), and 
accessing child pornography offence (p = .01), therefore an alpha level of .01 was utilised. A 
significant effect was found for age in level of support on employment proximity for offence 
type, Pillai’s Trace = .02, F(12, 5871) = 2.76, p = .001, ɳp = .006.  
 
Between subjects effects were inspected to determine how age impacted upon level of  
support on the employment proximity domain for offence types. No significant difference 
was found for the sexual assault of a child offence or the accessing child pornography 
offence. A significant difference was found for the sexual assault of an adult offence, with the 
18-24 year old group being found to be significantly different to the 55-64 year old group. 
Inspection of the mean scores indicated that older participants were more supportive than 
younger participants. See Figure 27 and Table 35 for means and standard deviations.  
 
6.4.2.2 Employment Policy  
 
Assumption testing revealed Box’s M was significant (p = .001); therefore Pillai’s Trace 
correction was utilised. Levine’s Test of Equality was found to be significant for sex offence 
child victim (p = .02), therefore an alpha level of .01 was utilised. A significant effect was 
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found for age in their level of support on employment policy for offence types, Pillai’s Trace 
= .03, F(12, 5871) = 4.81, p = .001, ɳp = .010.  
 
Between subjects effects were inspected to determine how age impacted upon level of 
support for offence types on the employment policy domain. Significant differences were 
found for all offence types. Specifically, the 25-54 year old group was found to be 
significantly different from the 65+ group across all offence types. Inspection of the mean 
scores indicated that older participants were more supportive than younger participants. See 
Figure 27 and Table 35 for means and standard deviations.   
 
Figure 27  The effect of Age on level of support for Offence type on Employment Proximity 
and Policy 
 
6.4.2.3 Housing Proximity 
 
Assumption testing revealed Box’s M was significant (p = .001); therefore Pillai’s Trace 
correction was tilised. Levine’s Test of Equality was found to be significant for the sexual 
assault of an adult offence (p = .002), sexual assault of a child offence (p = .001), and 
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accessing child pornography offence (p = .001), therefore an alpha level of .01 was utilised. 
A significant effect was found for age in level of support on Housing proximity for offence 
types, Pillai’s Trace = .03, F(12, 5871) = 4.61, p = .001, ɳp = .009. 
 
Between subjects effects were inspected to determine how age impacted upon level of 
support on the housing proximity domain for offence types. Significant differences were 
found for the sexual assault of a child offence and accessing child pornography offence. 
However, no significant difference was found for the sexual assault of an adult offence.   
 
Specifically, the 18-24 year old group were found to be significantly different from the 
65+ year old group for sexual assault of a child offence. For the accessing child pornography 
offence the 65+ year old group was found to be significantly different from the 18-24 and 25-
54 year old groups. Inspection of the mean scores indicated that the younger group was less 
supportive than the older groups for each offence type. See Figure 28 and Table 35 for means 
and standard deviations.  
 
6.4.2.4 Housing Policy  
 
Assumption testing revealed Box’s M was significant (p = .001); therefore Pillai’s Trace 
correction was utilised. Levine’s Test of Equality was found to be significant for sexual 
assault of an adult offence (p = .001), sexual assault of a child offence (p = .001), and 
accessing child pornography offence (p = .001), therefore an alpha level of .01 was utilised. 
A significant effect was found for age in level of support on housing policy for offence types, 
Pillai’s Trace = .03, F(12, 5871) = 5.49, p = .001, ɳp = .011.  
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Between subjects effects were inspected to determine how age impacted upon level of 
support on the housing policy domain for offence types. Significant differences were found 
for all offence types. Specifically, for the sexual assault of an adult offence and sexual assault 
of a child offence, the 65+ year old group was found to be significantly different from all 
other age groups. For the accessing child pornography offence, the 65+ age group was found 
to be significantly different from the 18-24 and 25-54 age groups. In addition, the 25-54 year 
old group was found to be significantly different from the 55-64 year old group. Inspection of 
the mean scores indicated that the younger group was more supportive than the older groups 
for each offence type. See Figure 28 and Table 35 for means and standard deviations.   
 
 
Figure 28  The effect of Age on level of support for Offence type on Housing Proximity and 
Policy 
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Table 35  
Means and Standard deviations for the effect of Age on support of reintegration for offence type 
Offence Type Respondent Age Employ Proximity Employ Policy Housing Proximity Housing Policy 
Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 
Generic Offence 
18-24 3.81 1.43 4.63 1.97 3.78 1.35 4.46 1.91 
25-54 3.99 1.47 4.74 1.75 3.43 1.47 4.20 1.81 
55-64 3.95 1.46 4.73 1.76 3.27 1.54 4.14 1.89 
65+ 3.74 1.54 4.98 1.79 3.20 1.57 4.13 1.89 
Sex Offence - adult victim  
18-24 1.47 0.79 2.88 2.05 1.47 1.51 3.20 2.35 
25-54 1.87 1.43 3.33 2.13 1.75 .88 3.11 2.08 
55-64 1.91 1.37 3.18 2.10 1.82 1.33 2.91 2.07 
65+ 1.86 1.37 2.91 2.01 1.82 1.36 2.52 1.89 
Sex offence - child victim 
18-24 1.18 0.39 2.74 2.11 1.12 .49 3.19 2.43 
25-54 1.52 1.26 3.05 2.18 1.44 1.16 3.01 2.18 
55-64 1.50 1.19 2.86 2.18 1.46 1.23 2.71 2.14 
65+ 1.53 1.25 2.60 2.04 1.51 1.26 2.32 1.91 
Access child porn Offence 
18-24 1.55 .92 2.70 1.95 1.46 0.84 3.15 2.33 
25-54 1.79 1.40 3.21 2.13 1.72 1.27 3.10 2.13 
55-64 1.77 1.35 3.04 2.12 1.77 1.37 2.74 2.05 
65+ 1.91 1.42 2.80 2.03 1.95 1.49 2.51 1.91 
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6.4.3 Parental Status 
 
6.4.3.1 Employment Proximity  
 
Assumption testing revealed Box’s M was significant (p = .004); therefore Pillai’s Trace 
correction was utilised. Levine’s Test of Equality was found to be non-significant for all 
offence types; however an alpha level of .01 was still utilised. A significant effect was found 
for parental status in level of support on employment proximity for offence types, Pillai’s 
Trace = .01, F(4, 1955) = 4.06, p = .003, ɳp = .008.  
 
Between subjects effects were inspected to determine how parental status impacted upon 
level of support on the employment proximity domain for offence types. Significant 
differences were found only found for the generic offence, with inspection of the mean scores 
indicating that parents were less supportive than non-parents.  See Figure 29 and Table 36 for 
means and standard deviations. 
  
6.4.3.2 Employment Policy 
 
Assumption testing revealed Box’s M was significant (p = .001); therefore Pillai’s Trace 
correction was utilised. Levine’s Test of Equality was found to be significant sexual assault of 
an adult offence (p = .03), sexual assault of a child offence (p = .003), and accessing child 
pornography offence (p = .03), therefore an alpha level of .01 was utilised. A significant 
effect was found for parental status in level of support on employment policy for offence 
types, Pillai’s Trace = .01, F(4, 1955) = 3.80, p = .004, ɳp = .008.  
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Between subjects effects were inspected to determine how parental status impacted upon 
level of support on the employment policy domain for offence types. Significant differences 
were found for all offence types except the generic offence. Inspection of the mean scores 
indicated that parents were less supportive than non-parents. See Figure 29 and Table 36 for 
means and standard deviations.  
 
Figure 29  The effect of Parental status on level of support for Offence type on Employment 
Proximity and Policy   
 
6.4.3.3 Housing Proximity 
 
Assumption testing revealed Box’s M was significant (p = .001); therefore Pillai’s Trace 
correction was utilised. Levine’s Test of Equality was found to be significant for the generic 
offence (p = .04) and accessing child pornography offence (p = .03), therefore an alpha level 
of .01 was utilised. A significant difference was found for parental status in level of support 
on housing proximity for offence types, Pillai’s Trace = .02, F(4, 1955) = 8.16, p = .001, ɳp = 
.016.  
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Between subjects effects were inspected to determine how parental status impacted upon 
level of support on the housing proximity domain for offence types. Significant differences 
were found for the generic offence type and the accessing child pornography offence, with 
inspection of the mean scores indicating that parents were less supportive than non-parents. 
See Figure 30 and Table 36 for means and standard deviations.  
 
6.4.3.4 Housing Policy  
 
Assumption testing revealed Box’s M was significant (p = .001); therefore Pillai’s Trace 
correction was utilised. Levine’s Test of Equality was found to be significant for sexual 
assault of an adult offence (p = .01), sexual assault of a child offence (p = .002), and 
accessing child pornography offence (p = .03), therefore an alpha level of .01 was utilised. A 
significant effect was found for parental status in level of support on housing policy for 
offence types, Pillai’s Trace = .01, F(4, 1955) = 6.52, p = .001, ɳp = .013.  
 
Between subjects effects were inspected to determine how parental status impacted upon 
level of support on the housing policy domain for offence types. Significant differences were 
found for all the offence types, with inspection of the mean scores indicating that parents 
were less supportive than non-parents in all instances.  See Figure 30 and Table 36 for means 
and standard deviations. 
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Figure 30  The effect of Parental status on level of support for Offence type on Housing 
Proximity and Policy 
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Table 36  
Means and Standard deviations for the effect of Parental status on support of reintegration for offence type 
Offence Type Parental Status Employ Proximity Employ Policy Housing Proximity Housing Policy 
Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 
Generic Offence 
Parent 3.85 1.49 4.75 1.77 3.27 1.52 4.11 1.87 
Non-parent 4.13 1.46 4.91 1.80 3.63 1.47 4.43 1.78 
Sex Offence - adult victim  
Parent 1.84 1.38 3.09 2.07 1.77 1.35 2.81 2.02 
Non-parent 1.90 1.36 3.44 2.18 1.76 1.27 3.32 2.15 
Sex offence - child victim 
Parent 1.49 1.22 2.78 2.11 1.44 1.20 2.65 2.09 
Non-parent 1.56 1.20 3.23 2.24 1.49 1.12 3.24 2.23 
Access child porn Offence 
Parent 1.77 1.37 2.96 2.07 1.74 1.33 2.76 2.05 
Non-parent 1.91 1.40 3.35 2.18 1.91 1.36 3.27 2.15 
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6.4.4 Education 
 
6.4.4.1 Employment Proximity   
 
Assumption testing revealed Box’s M was significant (p = .001); therefore Pillai’s Trace 
correction was utilised. Levine’s Test of Equality was found to be significant for the sexual 
assault of a child offence (p = .001), and accessing child pornography offence (p = .001), 
therefore an alpha level of .01 was utilised. A significant effect was found for education in 
level of support on employment proximity for offence types, Pillai’s Trace = .04, F(16, 7780) = 
5.00, p = .001, ɳp = .010.  
 
Between subjects effects were inspected to determine how education impacted upon level 
of support on the employment proximity domain for offence types. Significant differences 
were found for all the offence types. Specifically, for the sexual assault of an adult offence 
and sexual assault of a child offence, those with a Bachelor degree or higher were found to be 
significantly different from the Year 10 or below group. For the accessing child pornography 
offence, those in the certificate group were found to be significantly different to the Year 10 
and below group and the Diploma group. Those with a Bachelor degree or higher were found 
to be significantly different from the Year 10 and below group and finally those in the Year 
11-12 group were found to be significantly different from those with a Diploma. Inspection 
of the mean scores indicated that those with a higher level of education were more supportive 
than with a lower level of education, except for those with a Diploma and those in the Year 
11-12 group, which was reversed. See Figure 31 and Table 37 for means and standard 
deviations.  
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6.4.4.2 Employment Policy  
 
Assumption testing revealed Box’s M was significant (p = .001); therefore Pillai’s Trace 
correction was utilised. Levine’s Test of Equality was found to be significant for the generic 
offence (p = .001), sexual assault of an adult offence (p = .04), sexual assault of a child 
offence (p = .001), and accessing child pornography offence (p = .01), therefore an alpha 
level of .01 was utilised. A significant effect was found for education in level of support on 
employment policy for offence types, Pillai’s Trace = .09, F(16, 7780) = 11.58, p = .001, ɳp = 
.023.  
 
Between subjects effects were inspected to determine how education impacted upon level 
of support on the employment policy domain for offence types. Significant differences were 
found for all the offence types. Specifically, for the sexual assault of an adult offence, the 
Year 10 and below group was significantly different to all other age groups except the Year 
11-12 group and those with a Bachelor degree were significantly different to all other age 
groups. For the sexual assault of a child offence, the Year 10 and below group was found to 
be significantly different to all other age groups except the Year 11-12 and Diploma, and 
those with a Bachelor degree were found to be significantly different to all other age groups. 
For accessing child pornography offence, the Year 10 and below group were significantly 
different to all other age groups except the Year 11-12 group, the Year 11-12 group was 
found to be significantly different from those with a certificate and finally the those with a 
Bachelor degree or higher were significantly different from all other education groups. 
Inspection of the mean scores indicated that those with a higher level of education were more 
supportive than those with a lower level of education in all instances. See Figure 31 and 
Table 37 for means and standard deviations.  
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Figure 31 The effect of Education on level of support for Offence type on Employment 
Proximity and Policy 
 
6. 4.4.3  Housing Proximity 
 
Assumption testing revealed Box’s M was significant (p = .001); therefore Pillai’s Trace 
correction was utilised. Levine’s Test of Equality was found to be significant for the generic 
offence (p = .03), sexual assault of an adult offence (p = .04), sexual assault of a child offence 
(p = .001), and accessing child pornography (p = .001), therefore an alpha level of .01 was 
utilised. A significant effect was found for education in level of support on housing proximity 
for offence types, Pillai’s Trace = .05, F(16, 7780) = 5.52, p = .001, ɳp = .011.  
 
Between subjects effects were inspected to determine how education impacted upon level 
of support on the housing proximity domain for offence types. Significant differences were 
found for all the offence types. Specifically, for the sexual assault of an adult offence, those 
with a Bachelor degree and higher were significantly different from those in the Year 10 and 
below and Year 11-12 groups. For the sexual assault of a child offence, those with a Bachelor 
degree and higher were significantly different from those in the Year 10 and below group. 
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Finally, for the accessing child pornography offence, those in the Year 10 and below group 
were significantly different from those with a Certificate, and those with a Bachelor degree or 
higher were significantly different from all education groups except those with a Certificate. 
Inspection of the mean scores indicated that those with a higher level of education were more 
supportive than with a lower level of education in all instances.  See Figure 32 and Table 37 
for means and standard deviations.  
 
6.4.4.4 Housing Policy  
 
Assumption testing revealed Box’s M was significant (p = .001); therefore Pillai’s Trace 
correction was utilised. Levine’s Test of Equality was found to be significant for sexual 
assault of an adult offence (p = .001), sexual assault of a child offence (p = .001), and 
accessing child pornography offence (p = .001), therefore an alpha level of .01 was utilised. 
A significant effect was found for education in level of support on housing policy for offence 
types, Pillai’s Trace = .10, F(16, 7780) = 12.13, p = .001, ɳp = .024.  
 
Between subjects effects were inspected to determine how education impacted upon level 
of support on the housing policy domain for offence types. Significant differences were found 
for all the offence types, with those in the Year 10 and below group found to be significantly 
different to those in the Diploma group and those with a Bachelor degree and above being 
found to be significantly different from all other education groups in all instances. Inspection 
of the mean scores indicated that those with a higher level of education were more supportive 
than with a lower level of education in all instances.  See Figure 32 and Table 37 for means 
and standard deviations.  
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Figure 32  The effect of Education on level of support for Offence type on Housing 
Proximity and Policy 
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Table 37  
Means and Standard deviations for the effect of Education level on support of reintegration for offence type 
Offence Type Education Employ Proximity Employ Policy Housing Proximity Housing Policy 
Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 
Generic Offence 
Yr 10 & Below 3.80 1.43 4.62 1.83 3.05 1.55 3.78 1.86 
Yr 11-12 3.74 1.52 4.45 1.80 3.21 1.53 3.84 1.86 
Certificate 3.76 1.55 4.69 1.81 3.23 1.52 3.96 1.86 
Diploma 3.75 1.46 4.56 1.61 3.48 1.40 4.05 1.72 
Bachelor Degree 4.23 1.42 5.28 1.95 3.61 1.47 4.82 1.74 
Sex offence - Adult victim 
Yr 10 & Below 1.68 1.28 2.54 1.96 1.61 1.29 2.26 1.81 
Yr 11-12 1.81 1.46 2.68 2.08 1.65 1.30 2.53 1.90 
Certificate 1.87 1.44 3.04 1.97 1.79 1.46 2.70 2.00 
Diploma 1.77 1.21 3.06 2.09 1.73 1.21 2.75 1.92 
Bachelor Degree 2.01 1.38 2.24 2.09 1.94 1.36 3.76 2.14 
Sex offence - Child victim 
Yr 10 & Below 1.35 1.14 2.24 1.92 1.32 1.12 2.10 1.84 
Yr 11-12 1.50 1.35 2.39 1.95 1.37 1.15 2.35 1.93 
Certificate 1.55 1.29 2.73 2.12 1.49 1.34 2.49 2.05 
Diploma 1.38 .99 2.70 2.03 1.35 .94 2.62 2.00 
Bachelor Degree 1.60 1.20 3.74 2.21 1.57 1.19 3.68 2.25 
Access child porn Offence 
Yr 10 & Below 1.55 1.25 2.39 1.90 1.50 1.18 2.20 1.83 
Yr 11-12 1.71 1.43 2.50 1.96 1.61 1.30 2.44 1.92 
Certificate 1.86 1.45 2.90 2.09 1.82 1.44 2.58 2.00 
Diploma 1.61 1.09 2.90 1.97 1.64 1.12 2.73 1.95 
Bachelor Degree 2.04 1.41 3.90 2.09 2.06 1.40 3.77 2.13 
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6.4.5  Income 
 
6.4.5.1 Employment Proximity   
 
Assumption testing revealed Box’s M was significant (p = .001); therefore Pillai’s Trace 
correction was utilised. Levine’s Test of Equality was found to be significant for the sexual 
assault of a child offence (p = .004), therefore an alpha level of .01 was utilised. A significant 
effect was found for income and level of support on employment proximity for offence types, 
Pillai’s Trace = .02, F(24, 7392) = 2.84, p = .001, ɳp = .006.  
 
Between subjects effects were inspected to determine how income impacted upon level of 
support on the employment proximity domain for offence types. Significant differences were 
only found for the generic offence, with the $1-$199 group being found to be significantly 
different from all other income groups except the $200-$499 group and those in the $1000+ 
group were found to be significantly different from the $200-$499 group.  Inspection of the 
mean scores indicated that those with a higher income were more supportive than those with 
a lower income. See Figure 33 and Table 38 for means and standard deviations.  
 
6.4.5.2 Employment Policy  
 
Assumption testing revealed Box’s M was significant (p = .001); therefore Pillai’s Trace 
correction was utilised. Levine’s Test of Equality was found to be significant for the generic 
offence (p = .001), sexual assault of a child offence (p = .001) and accessing child 
pornography offence (p = .02), therefore an alpha level of .01 was utilised. A significant 
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effect was found for income in level of support on employment policy for offence types, 
Pillai’s Trace = .03, F(16, 7392) = 3.23, p = .001, ɳp = .007.  
 
Between subjects effects were inspected to determine how income impacted upon level of 
support on the employment policy domain for offence types. Significant differences were 
found for all offence types except the generic offence. Specifically, those in the $2000+ 
group were found to be significantly different from all other income groups except the 
$1000+ group, and those in the $200-$499 group were found to be significantly different 
from the $1000+ group. Inspection of the mean scores indicated that those with a higher 
income were more supportive than those with a lower income. See Figure 33 and Table 38 
for means and standard deviations.  
 
Figure 33  The effect of Household Weekly Income on level of support for Offence type on 
Employment Proximity and Policy 
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6.4.5.3 Housing Proximity  
 
Assumption testing revealed Box’s M was significant (p = .001); therefore Pillai’s Trace 
correction was utilised. Levine’s Test of Equality was found to be significant for the generic 
offence (p = .02), sexual assault of an adult offence (p = .001), sexual assault of a child 
offence (p = .001) and accessing child pornography (p = .001), therefore an alpha level of .01 
was utilised. A significant effect was found for income in level of support on employment 
policy for offence types, Pillai’s Trace = .02, F(16, 7392) = 2.36, p = .002, ɳp = .005.  
 
Between subjects effects were inspected to determine how household weekly income 
impacted upon level of support on the housing proximity domain for offence types. 
Significant differences were found for all offence types. Specifically, for the sexual assault of 
an adult offence and accessing child pornography the $1-$199 group were found to be 
significantly different to all other income groups. For sexual assault of a child offence, the 
$1-$199 group was found to be significantly different to the $200-$499 group. Finally, the 
generic offence, the $1-$199 group was found to be significantly different to the $1000+ and 
$2000+ groups. Inspection of the mean scores indicated that those with a higher income were 
more supportive than those with a lower income. See Figure 34 and Table 38 for means and 
standard deviations.  
 
6.4.5.4 Housing Policy  
 
Assumption testing revealed Box’s M was significant (p = .001); therefore Pillai’s Trace 
correction was utilised. Levine’s Test of Equality was found to be significant for sexual 
assault of an adult offence (p = .03), sexual assault of a child offence (p = .001) and accessing 
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child pornography (p = .003), therefore an alpha level of .01 was utilised. A significant effect 
was found for income in level of support on housing policy for offence types, Pillai’s Trace = 
.04, F(16, 7392) = 5.03, p = .001, ɳp = .011.  
 
Between subjects effects were inspected to determine how household weekly income 
impacted upon level of support on the housing policy domain for offence types. Significant 
differences were found for all offence types except the generic offence. Specifically, for the 
sexual assault of an adult offence, the $1000+ and $2000+ groups were found to be 
significantly different from all other income groups. For sexual assault of a child offence, the 
$1-$199 group was found to be significantly different from all other income groups except 
the $200-$499 group. Furthermore, the $1000+ group was significantly different from all 
other income groups except the $500-$999 group and the $2000+ was significantly different 
from all other income groups. Finally, for the accessing child pornography offence, the $1-
$199 was found to be significantly different from all other income groups except the $200-
$499 group and the $1000+ and $2000+ groups were found to be significantly different from 
all other income groups. Inspection of the mean scores indicated that those with a higher 
income were more supportive than those with a lower income. See Figure 34 and Table 38 
for means and standard deviations.  
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Figure 34 .The effect of Household Weekly Income on level of support for Offence type on 
Housing Proximity and Policy 
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Table 38  
Means and Standard deviations for the effect of Income level on support of reintegration for offence type 
Offence Type Weekly Household Income  Employ Proximity Employ Policy Housing Proximity Housing Policy 
Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 
Generic Offence 
$1-$99 3.51 1.58 4.73 2.09 2.97 1.64 4.06 1.99 
$200-$499 3.76 1.39 4.73 1.85 3.25 1.57 4.04 1.91 
$500-$999 3.93 1.54 4.73 1.76 3.34 1.50 4.09 1.86 
$1000+ 4.08 1.45 4.87 1.74 3.49 1.46 4.32 1.80 
$2000+ 4.00 1.40 5.04 1.60 3.49 1.48 4.42 1.75 
Sex offence - Adult victim 
$1-$99 1.62 1.23 2.84 2.19 1.31 0.81 2.23 1.87 
$200-$499 1.79 1.39 2.77 1.96 1.82 1.52 2.63 1.97 
$500-$999 1.94 1.44 3.04 2.10 1.82 1.36 2.75 2.05 
$1000+ 1.82 1.31 3.39 2.09 1.78 1.30 3.13 2.07 
$2000+ 1.91 1.35 3.67 2.10 1.81 1.27 3.59 2.08 
Sex offence - Child victim 
$1-$99 1.37 1.01 2.61 2.17 1.15 0.51 2.08 1.87 
$200-$499 1.56 1.39 2.43 1.96 1.56 1.45 2.45 1.99 
$500-$999 1.53 1.25 2.74 2.13 1.47 1.20 2.62 2.12 
$1000+ 1.47 1.13 3.09 2.17 1.41 1.11 2.97 2.18 
$2000+ 1.45 1.08 3.43 2.22 1.47 1.08 3.51 2.18 
Access child porn Offence 
$1-$99 1.51 1.19 2.72 2.17 1.35 0.84 2.09 1.85 
$200-$499 1.82 1.47 2.58 1.93 1.84 1.59 2.55 1.99 
$500-$999 1.82 1.39 2.94 2.09 1.80 1.36 2.69 2.01 
$1000+ 1.80 1.35 3.26 2.10 1.78 1.30 3.09 2.12 
$2000+ 1.87 1.30 3.59 2.15 1.87 1.19 3.60 2.09 
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Table 39  
Significance levels for offence type on Employment Proximity 
Demographic Variable 
Reintegration Domain Offence Type Gender Age Parent Education Income 
Employment Proximity Generic Offence *** 25-64 & 65+* ** ≤ Yr 10 & Bach*** $1-$199 & $500-$999* 
  
Yr 11-12 & Bach*** $1-$199 & 1000+ ** 
  
Cert & Bach*** $1-$199 & 2000+ * 
  
Dip & Bach*** $200-1000+ * 
Sex Offence - Adult Victim *** 18-24 & 55-64* NS ≤ Yr 10 & Bach** NS 
Sex Offence - Child Victim ** NS NS ≤ Yr 10 & Cert* NS 
Sex Offence - Child Porn *** NS NS ≤ Yr 10 & Cert* NS 
 
≤ Yr 10 & Bach*** 
 
Yr 11-12 & Bach** 
 
Dip & Bach*** 
* ≤ .05, ** ≤ .01, ***  .001 
NS = Not significant  
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Table 40  
Significance levels for offence type on Employment Policy 
Demographic Variable   
Reintegration Domain Offence Type Gender Age Parent Education Income 
Employment Policy  Generic Offence NS NS NS ≤ Yr 10 & Bach *** NS 
Yr 11-12 & Bach*** 
Cert & Bach*** 
Dip & Bach*** 
Sex Offence - Adult Victim NS 25-54 & 65+** ** ≤ Yr 10 & Cert** $1-$199 & $2000+** 
≤ Yr 10 & Dip** $200-$499 & $1000+*** 
≤ Yr 10 & Bach *** $200-$499 & $2000+*** 
Yr 11-12 & Bach*** $500-$999 & $2000+*** 
Cert & Bach*** 
Dip & Bach*** 
Sex Offence - Child Victim NS 25-54 & 65+** *** ≤ Yr 10 & Cert* $1-$199 & $2000+** 
≤ Yr 10 & Dip* $200-$499 & $1000+*** 
≤ Yr 10 & Bach *** $200-$499 & $2000+*** 
Yr 11-12 & Bach*** $500-$999 & $2000+*** 
Cert & Bach*** 
Dip & Bach*** 
Sex Offence - Child Porn NS 25-54 & 65+** ** ≤ Yr 10 & Cert* $1-$199 & $2000+** 
≤ Yr 10 & Bach *** $200-$499 & $1000+*** 
Yr 11-12 & Bach*** $200-$499 & $2000+*** 
Cert & Bach*** $500-$999 & $2000+*** 
  Dip & Bach*** 
* ≤ .05, ** ≤ .01, ***  .001 
NS = Not significant  
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Table 41  
Significance levels for offence type on Housing Proximity 
Demographic Variable 
Reintegration Domain Offence Type Gender Age Parent Education Income 
Housing Proximity Generic Offence ** 18-24 & 55-64* *** ≤ Yr 10 & Dip ** $1-$199 & $1000+** 
18-24 & 65+** ≤ Yr 10 & Bach *** $1-$199 & $2000+** 
Yr 11-12 & Bach*** 
Cert & Bach** 
Sex Offence - Adult Victim *** NS NS ≤ Yr 10 & Bach ** $1-$199 & $200-$499** 
Yr 11-12 & Bach** $1-$199 & $500-$999** 
$1-$199 & $1000+** 
$1-$199 & $2000+** 
Sex Offence - Child Victim NS 18-24 & 65+* NS ≤ Yr 10 & Bach * NS 
Sex Offence - Child Porn *** 18-24 & 65+** * ≤ Yr 10 & Cert * $1-$199 & $200-$499** 
25-54 & 65+* ≤ Yr 10 & Bach *** $1-$199 & $500-$999** 
Yr 11-12 & Bach*** $1-$199 & $1000+** 
Dip & Bach *** $1-$199 & $2000+** 
* ≤ .05, ** ≤ .01, ***  .001 
NS = Not significant 
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Table 42  
Significance levels for offence type on Housing Policy 
Demographic Variable 
Reintegration Domain Offence Type Gender Age Parent Education Income 
Housing Policy  Generic Offence NS NS ** ≤ Yr 10 & Bach *** NS 
  Yr 11-12 & Bach***  
  Cert & Bach ***  
  Dip & Bach***  
Sex Offence - Adult Victim NS 18-24 & 65+* *** ≤ Yr 10 & Dip* $1-$199 & $1000+*** 
25-54 & 65+***  ≤ Yr 10 & Bach *** $1-$199 & $2000+*** 
55-64 & 65+*  Yr 11-12 & Bach*** $200-$499 & $1000** 
  Cert & Bach *** $200-$499 & $2000*** 
  Dip & Bach *** $500-$999 & $1000* 
  $500-$999 & $2000*** 
  $1000+ & $2000* 
Sex Offence - Child Victim NS 18-24 & 65+** *** ≤ Yr 10 & Dip* $1-$199 & $1000+*** 
25-54 & 65+*** ≤ Yr 10 & Bach *** $1-$199 & $2000+*** 
55-64 & 65+* Yr 11-12 & Bach*** $200-$499 & $1000** 
 Cert & Bach *** $200-$499 & $2000*** 
 Dip & Bach *** $500-$999 & $2000*** 
 $1000+ & $2000** 
Sex Offence - Child Porn NS 18-24 & 65+* *** ≤ Yr 10 & Dip** $1-$199 & $500-$999* 
 25-54 & 55-64*  ≤ Yr 10 & Bach *** $1-$199 & $1000+*** 
 25-54 & 65+***  Yr 11-12 & Bach*** $1-$199 & $2000+*** 
 25-54 & 65***  Cert & Bach *** $200-$499 & $1000** 
  Dip & Bach *** $200-$499 & $2000*** 
  $500-$999 & $1000*** 
* ≤ .05, ** ≤ .01, ***  .001   $500-$999 & $2000*** 
 NS = Not significant     $1000+ & $2000+** 
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6.5 Discussion regarding impact of demographic variables attitudes toward 
reintegration  
 
6.5.1  Demographic influences on the prioritisation of sentencing goals 
 
Results indicated that gender and income did not have a significant impact, indicating that 
males and females and individuals from different income levels do not prioritise the goals of 
sentencing differently. However, age, parental status and education were found to impact 
upon prioritisation of some of the sentencing goals.  
 
Age was found to have a significant impact on the manner in which participants 
prioritised the Deter others, Rehabilitation and Reintegration sentencing goals. Younger 
participants tended to allocate a higher priority level to the General deterrence sentencing 
goal, whilst allocating a lower priority level to the Rehabilitation and Reintegration 
sentencing goals than older participants. These findings suggest that older individuals are 
more concerned with the needs of others, thus see the value of assisting offenders with 
rehabilitation and reintegration, more so than younger individuals. Previous research supports 
this notion, with Logan and Spitz (1995) for example finding that older individuals give 
greater weight to the needs of younger generations.  
 
Parental status also had an impact, with parents giving a lower priority level than non-
parents to the Make the community safer, General deterrence, Measure of seriousness, and 
Reintegration sentencing goals. The findings related to the Make the community safer, 
General deterrence, and Measure of seriousness sentencing goals, appear to be in contrast to 
what would be intuitively expected. For instance, one would expect parents would make 
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these a higher priority than non-parents to ensure that their children were safe in the 
community. However, results relating to the Reintegration sentencing goal can be said to 
make intuitive sense, with parents not wanting to prioritise offenders returning to the 
community out of fear for the safety of their children. 
 
Finally, education had an impact on the Punishment, Rehabilitation and Reintegration 
sentencing goals, with those individuals with a lower education level giving higher priority 
than those with a higher education level. The only exception was for Reintegration where 
those with a Bachelor degree gave a slightly higher priority than those with a diploma. The 
findings related to the punishment goal appear to be consistent with prior research into 
punitive attitudes, which demonstrates that individuals from lower education levels tend to be 
more punitive (Indermauer & Roberts, 2005). Therefore, the findings related to rehabilitation 
and Reintegration appears to be in contrast with such previous research. Given that lower 
education levels have been linked to offending behaviour (Lochner, 2010), perhaps 
individuals with a lower income level were more exposed to or had some experience with 
offending behaviour. As such, it could be suggested that they would be more likely to see an 
offender as a person that could benefit from rehabilitation and reintegration support. 
 
6.5.2  Demographic influences on levels of support for reintegration  
 
Results indicated that gender did not have an impact on level of support for Employment 
Policy and Housing Policy; however, it did for Employment Proximity and Housing 
Proximity, with males being more supportive of these reintegration domains than females. 
This finding appears to be in contrast with previous research, which tends to indicate that 
females are more likely to support offender rehabilitation and to be less likely to support 
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harsh punishment than males (Cullen, Fisher & Applegate, 2000). A possible reason for this 
difference could be that this previous research asks about abstract processes whereas the 
current research asked participants for their level of comfort to work with or live near an 
offender, indicating a certain willingness to be involved in the reintegration process via their 
contact with offenders. As such, females may feel less supportive of offenders than males for 
fear of victimisation. Previous research by Fetchenhauer and Buunk (2005) found that 
women are more fearful of all kinds of events that might imply risk of physical injury than 
males. 
 
Age was also found to have an impact on level of support for the Employment Proximity 
and Housing Proximity domains, but not for the Employment Policy and Housing Policy 
domains, with younger participants found to be more supportive than older participants. As 
noted above, one possible explanation for the differences in the levels of support for policy 
and proximity is that policy is abstract whilst the proximity factors ask participants for their 
level of comfort to work with or live near an offender, indicating a certain willingness to be 
involved in the reintegration process via their potential contact with offenders. As such, older 
individuals may feel less safe and therefore less supportive of offenders than younger 
participants when it comes to proximal factors. Previous research has identified that older 
individuals tend to have a higher fear level in relation to many crimes because they feel more 
vulnerable. Their increased sense of vulnerability tends to stem from both physical and social 
limitations placed on them, which can render older people unable to defend themselves or to 
seek support and help (John Howard Society, 1999).  
 
Parental status also had an impact on participants’ level of support for Employment 
Proximity, Housing Proximity and Housing Policy, with non-parents being more supportive 
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of these reintegrative domains than parents. However, there was no impact on support for 
Employment Policy. As noted in Chapter 3, research into the area of the effects of parental 
status on attitudes is limited; however, it makes intuitive sense that parents would be less 
supportive of reintegration than non-parents for fear of possible harm to their children.  
 
Finally, education level was found to impact upon level of support for all the reintegrative 
domains, and weekly household income was found to impact on level of support for 
Employment Policy and Housing Policy. In all instances, those with a higher level of 
education and income were found to be more supportive than those with lower education and 
income levels. Such findings are in line with previous research, which indicates that 
individuals with higher education and income levels tend to be less punitive (Indermaur & 
Roberts, 2005). 
 
6.5.3  Demographic influences on level of support for various offender 
characteristics on the reintegrative domains  
 
Results indicated that males were more supportive than females for all the offender 
characteristics in relation to employment and housing proximity, except the rehabilitated 
offender, where there was no significant gender difference. No significant gender differences 
were found for any of the offender characteristics in relation to employment and housing 
policy. As noted earlier, these findings initially appear to be in contrast with previous 
research, which tends to indicate that females are more likely to support offender 
rehabilitation and to be less likely to support harsh punishment than males (Cullen, Fisher & 
Applegate, 2000). However, it is suggested that females were less supportive of offenders 
than males due increased fear of being vicitms of crime.  
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Significant differences were also found for age for most of the offender characteristics in 
relation to employment and housing proximity; however only on the recidivist offender for 
employment and housing policy. In all instances, younger participants were more supportive 
than older participants.  This finding appears to be consistent with previous research that 
indicates older participants tend to be more punitive (Gerber & Engelhardt-Greer, 1996; 
Indermaur & Roberts, 2005).   
 
For parental status, significant differences were found across all the offender 
characteristics in relation to both employment and housing proximity and employment and 
housing policy. Parents were found to be less supportive than non-parents in all instances. 
Research on the effects of parental status on attitudes toward criminal justice matters is 
scarce. One study by Schwartz, Guo, and Kerbs (1993) found that being a parent and having 
children at home predicted less punitive attitudes toward the sentencing of juvenile offenders. 
The current findings appear to be in contrast with these results. However, it could be posited 
that these results differ due to Schwartz et al’s. focus on juvenile offenders, whilst the current 
study looked at adult offenders. Respondents in the current study may have felt that their 
children were at more risk with adult offenders, whilst parent participants in the Scwartz et al. 
study may have identified with the juvenile respondents (e.g. if their child was a juvenile 
offender they may want more lenient sentencing) or felt like juvenile offenders deserve an 
opportunity to change their behaviour. 
 
Finally, significant differences were also found for the education and income variables 
across certain offence characteristics across employment and housing proximity and 
employment and housing policy.  In all instances, those with a higher level of education and a 
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higher weekly household income tended to be more supportive than those with a lower level 
of education and income. This finding also appears to be consistent with previous research 
that indicates individuals with higher levels of education and income tend to be less punitive 
(Indermaur & Roberts, 2005). 
 
6.5.4  Demographic influences on level of support for various offence types on the 
reintegrative domains  
 
Additional analyses conducted to determine if any demographic variables impacted on 
levels of support for the reintegrative domains for various offence types (generic, sex 
offender adult victim, sex offender child victim and access child pornography) indicated that 
parental status, gender, age, education and income all had a significant impact.  
 
In line with the results discussed above in relation to offender characteristics, gender 
was found to have a significant impact on support for the employment proximity (except for 
the sex offence child victim) and housing proximity domains. No impact was found on 
support for employment and housing policy. Again, males were found to be more supportive 
than females. This finding appears to be in contrast with previous research, which tends to 
demonstrate that females are more supportive of offender rehabilitation than harsh 
punishment (Cullen, Fisher & Applegate, 2000). However, as discussed earlier in section 
3.1.3.1, women tend to fear sexual assault more so than other types of crime therefore it 
makes sense that females would be less supportive of reintegration than males, for sex 
offenders in particular. 
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The effects of age on support for reintegrative domains according to offence type varied. 
Age was found to have a significant effect on employment proximity for the sex offence adult 
victim, with older participants found to be more supportive than younger participants. 
However, for housing proximity a significant effect was found for sex offence child victim 
and access child pornography, with younger participants found to be more supportive than 
older participants. Perhaps, older adults were more supportive of the employment domain for 
sex offenders as they are less likely to be employed than younger adults and therefore less 
fearful of coming into contact with a sex offender. In contrast, it could be suggested that older 
adults were less supportive of the housing domain for fear of victimisation if living near a sex 
offender. This is in line with previous research which demonstrates older individuals are 
more fearful of crime (John Howard Society, 1999). Further, it could also be postulated that 
older individuals are more likely to have children (i.e. grandchildren) visiting and are 
therefore less comfortable to live near a sex offender, for fear of putting their grandchildren at 
risk. Age also had a significant effect on employment policy and housing policy for all 
offence types, with older participants found to be less supportive than younger participants. 
These results are in line with previous research which suggests punitiveness increases with 
age (Gerber & Engelhardt-Greer, 1996; Indermauer & Roberts, 2005).   
 
Parental status was only found to have a significant effect on employment proximity for 
the generic offender. However, for employ policy, parental status had a significant effect on 
all offence types (except generic offender).  For housing proximity a significant effect was 
found for the generic offender and access child porn offender, whilst for housing policy a 
significant effect was found for all offence types. In all instances where there was a 
significant effect for parental status, parents were found to be less supportive than non-
parents. As discussed earlier, the research on impacts of parental status on attitudes is limited, 
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however it makes intuitive sense that parents would be less supportive of reintegration than 
non-parents for fear of their children being victimised. In particular, parents may fear their 
children being victimised by sex offenders given the more extreme views of and fear toward 
this offender group. 
 
Finally both education and income were found to have significant effects for some of the 
reintegrative domains and offence types. In all instances where there was a significant effect, 
those with a higher level of education and a higher weekly household income were found to 
be more supportive than those with a lower level of education and lower weekly household 
income. This finding also appears to be consistent with previous research that indicates 
individuals with higher levels of education and income tend to be less punitive (Indermaur & 
Roberts, 2005).   
 
6.6  Conclusion 
 
Overall the demographic analyses demonstrated a number of interesting findings. 
First, the manner in which the sentencing goals are prioritised among the community differ 
according to demographic characteristics. More specifically, gender and income did not have 
a significant impact, indicating that males and females, and individuals from different income 
levels do not prioritise the goals of sentencing differently. However, age, parental status and 
education were found to impact upon prioritisation of some of the sentencing goals. Older 
individuals were found to allocate a higher priority level to Rehabilitation and Reintegration 
sentencing goals; parents were less supportive of the Reintegration sentencing goal than non-
parents; and finally those with a higher level of education tended to prioritise the Punishment, 
Rehabilitation and Reintegration sentencing goals differently.  
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These results suggest that older individuals are perhaps more concerned with the 
needs of others, and therefore see the value of assisting offenders with rehabilitation and 
reintegration, more so than younger individuals. On the other hand, parents are less 
concerned with the welfare of others and perhaps more concerned with the safety of their 
children therefore they do not prioritise reintegration. Finally, the results relating to 
education, suggest an underlying narrative where offenders should be punished but also could 
benefit from rehabilitation and reintegration support.  
 
Second, demographic characteristics were found to impact upon the level of support 
that participants afforded to the domains of reintegration. Results indicated that gender had 
more of an impact on the proximal level than the policy level for the reintegrative domains. 
Although females are typically found to be less punitive than males, the current results found 
that males were more supportive than females. Thus, it appears that when it comes to actual 
involvement with a process, such as reintegration, rather than abstract support for a process, 
such as rehabilitation, attitudes change whereby females become less supportive. Further, this 
gender difference was found to remain constant across various offender characteristics and 
offence types.  
 
Age was also found to have an impact on level of support for the reintegrative domains, 
with older individuals tending to be less supportive than younger individuals. Overall, this 
effect was also found to be constant across most offender characteristics and offence types, 
particularly on the proximity level. Such results, suggest that older individuals feel less safe 
and therefore less supportive of offenders than younger participants when it comes to 
proximal factors. 
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 Parental status also had an impact on participants’ level of support for the reintegration 
domains, with parents being found to be less supportive than non-parents. Again, this effect 
remained constant across various offender characteristics and offence types. These results 
suggest that parents place the safety of their families ahead of initiatives such as 
reintegration.  
 
Finally, both education level and household weekly income were found to impact upon 
level of support for the reintegrative domains. Overall, those with a higher level of education 
and income were found to be more supportive than those with lower education and income 
levels. This effect was also found to be consistent across offender characteristics and offence 
types.  
 
Thus, overall, these findings demonstrate that demographic factors do impact upon 
attitudes toward reintegration. These findings not only enable comparisons with other 
research investigating the impact of demographic variables on various CJS related issues, but 
can also inform future efforts to influence change in public attitudes toward reintegration.  
 
